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REPORTS  OF  OASES 


IN  THE 

QUEEN^S  BENCH  AND  PRACTICE  COURTS. 

Sittings  after  Easter  Term,  8 Victoria. 


Tobin  et  al.  v.  Merritt  et  al. 

Construction  of  Agreement. — Question  of  Partnership. 

The  Plaintiffe  sue  in  assumpsit  on  the  common  counts.  Mittleherger, 
one  of  the  defendants,  allows  judgment  to  go  by  default;  the  other  defend- 
ant, Merritt, pleads  the  general  issue,  and  two  special  pleas, which  the  plain- 
tiffs deny,  and  the  case  is  turned  into  a special  verdict  to  raise  the  question 
of  Merritt’s  liability  as  a partner  with  John  Mittleberger  and  Company, 
upon  the  finding  of  the  jury  as  follows  : That  the  defendants,  William 
Hamilton  Merritt  and  John  Mittleberger,  together  with  George  Adams 
and  Beacher  Benham,  did  duly  execute  and  deliver  as  their  act  and  deed, 
certain  articles  of  agreement  bearing  date  the  28th  day  of  August,  1839, 
which  said  articles  are  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say  : 
Articles  of  agreement  made,  entered  into,  and  concluded,  upon  this  28th 
day  of  August,  1839,  between  William  Hamilton  Merritt,  of  the  village 
of  St.  Catharines,  in  the  district  of  Niagara,  and  province  of  Upper 
Canada,  Esquire,  and  George  Adams,  of  the  same  place,  Esquire,  of  the 
one  part,  and  John  Mittleberger,  of  the  same  place,  merchant,  and  Beach- 
er Benham,  of  the  same  place,  distiller,  of  the  other  part ; whereas  the 
said  WiUiam  H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams  have  assigned,  transferred, 
set  over,  and  let  unto  the  said  J ohn  Mittleberger,  for  the  term  or  period 
of  three  years,  all  their  right,  title,  interest,  shares,  stock  and  estate,  in  a 
certain  grist  mill  and  premises,  known  as  the  Welland  Canal  Mill,  in 
St.  Catharines  aforesaid,  together  with  the  mill-house,  saw-mill,  cooper’s 
shop,  factory  and  water-power  leased  of  the  Hydraulic  Company,  and 
other  premises  connected  therewith ; and  whereas  the  said  John  Mittle- 
berger hath,  with  other  property,  stock,  assets  and  credits,  determined 
upon  a continuation  of  business  for  the  said  period  of  three  years,  with 
the  above  named  Beacher  Benham,  under  the  name  and  style  of  J ohn 
Mittleberger  and  Company  (unless  the  said  period  be  lessened  by  death 
or  other  contingency)  ; and  whereas  the  said  John  Mittleberger  hath,  for 
some  time  past,  carried  on  business  with  one  George  Rykert,  in  St.  Catha- 
rines aforesaid,  under  the  firm  and  style  of  Geo.  Rykert  and  Company  ; 
and  the  said  John  Mittleberger  and  Beacher  Benham,  have  also  carried  on 
2 u.  c.  Q.  B.  2. 
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business  in  a distillery,  with  the  said  George  Eykert,  under  the  style  and 
firm  of  Eykert,  Mittleherger  and  Company  ; and  whereas  it  hath  been 
agreed  to  dissolve  the  said  firms,  and  the  same  were  dissolved  on  the  15th 
day  of  July  last ; and  the  said  George  Eykert  hath  assigned  over,  trans- 
ferred and  let  unto  the  said  John  Mittleherger j all  his  right,  title,  interest, 
share,  stock  and  estate  in  the  said  firms,  and  the  shop,  storehouse  and 
wharf,  and  distillery,  with  the  premises  and  appurtenances,  for  the  period 
of  three  years,  under  certain  covenants,  conditions  and  agreements.  Now 
these  presents  witness,  that  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  covenants  and 
agreements  hereinafter  contained  to  be  performed,  they,  the  said  William 
H.  Merritt,  and  George  Adams,  do  hereby  grant,  assign,  transfer,  set  over 
and  let  unto  the  said  J ohn  Mittleherger  and  Beacher  Benham,  all  their 
right,  title,  interest,  stock  and  estate  whatsoever,  which  they,  the  said 
William  H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams,  or  either  of  them,  have  or  hath, 
or  should  have  in  and  to  all  and  singular  the  said  grist-mill,  mill-house, 
saw-mill,  cooper’s  shop,  factory  and  water  power,  leased  or  held  under  right 
of  the  Hydraulic  Company,  and  all  rents  to  be  derived  and  to  accrue  from 
John  Gibson,  Elias  S.  Adams,  Walter  Dittrick,  Cyrus  Smith,  John  and 
A.  M.  Mills,  and  James  Webster,  or  any  other,  for  the  use  of  water, 
and  all  right  of  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams,  or  either 
i)f  them  therein,  under  the  lease  from  the  Water  Power  Company,  bearing 
rdate  the  30th  day  of  July,  1835,  (excepting  that  portion  of  the  water 
■which  is  conducted  to  the  salt  works,  for  the  purpose  of  pumping), 
;;and  all  their  stock  in  trade,  produce  and  effects  appertaining  to  the  said 
mill;  also,  the  use  and  control  of  the  schooner  William  Hamilton  Merritt, 
now  in  their  or  either  of  their  possession  (and  which  property  is  esti- 
mated andspecified  in  the  schedules  hereunto  annexed),  for  the  space  or 
ferm  of  three  years  from  the  15th  day  of  July  last,  or  such  less  period  as 
the  firm  of  John  Mittleherger  and  Company,  lately  created,  shall  exist. 
And  the  said  William  H.  Merritt,  and  George  Adams,  for  themselves, 

. and  each  of  them,  their,  and  each  of  their  executors  and  administrators, 

- do  hereby  covenant  with  the  said  John  Mittleherger,  his  - executors 
.and  administrators,  that  they,  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George 
.Adams,  or  either  of  them,  their,  or  either  of  their  executors  or  ad- 
iministrators,  shall  not  receive  or  discharge,  any  of  the  goods  or  debts 
mentioned  in  the  said  schedules  hereto  annexed,  or  do  any  act 
whatever  to  hinder  or  obstruct  the  said  John  Mittleherger,  his  execu- 
tors or  administrators,  from  receiving  the  same  or  any  of  them.  And  the 
said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams,  do  by  these  presents,  give 
and  grant  unto  the  said  John  Mittleherger,  his  executors  and  administra- 
tors, full  power  and  authority  to  ask,  levy,  recover  and  receive,  by  all  such 
lawful  ways  and  means  as  shall  be  thought  requisite  by  the  said  John 
Mittleherger,  his  executors  or  administrators,  all  and  singular  the  debts 
mentioned  and  specified  in  the  schedules  hereunto  annexed,  or  the  rents 
accrued  or  to  accrue  from  the  leases  of  waterpower  to  any  person  or  persons, 
and  the  monies  realized  therefrom  to  have  and  use  in  the  firm  of  John 
Mittleherger  and  Company  during  the  period  of  the  existence  of  that  firm, 
without  interest;  the  monies  so  collected  or  received,  to  be  entered  by  the 
said  John  Mittleherger,  to  the  credit  of  the  said  William  H.  Merritt,  and 
George  Adams,  or  either  parties  entitled  thereto,  as  received  in  thebooksof 
the  said  firm  of  John  Mittleherger  and  Company;  and  that  they,  the  said 


TOBIN  ET  AL  V.  MERRITT  ET  AL. 


3 


William  Hamilton  Merritt  and  George  Adams,  their  executors  and  admin- 
istrators, shall  and  will,  upon  such  reasonable  request  to  them  or  either 
of  them  made  by  the  said  John  Mittleberger,  make,  seal  and  deliver  to 
him  such  other  sufficient  letter  or  letters  of  attorney  or  other  instrument, 
for  the  recovery  and  getting  in  of  the  said  debts  and  sums  of  money,  as 
by  the  said  John  Mittleberger  shall  be  required;  and  further,  that  they  the 
said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams,  or  either  of  them,  their  or 
either  of  their  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  shall  not  nor  will,  during 
the  said  period  of  three  years  above  mentioned,  sell,  dispose  of  or  convey, 
mortgage  or  otherwise  encumber,  (further  than  now  encumbered  to 
Samuel  Street,  Esquire,  for  fifteen  hundred  pounds),  or  render  liable  to 
execution,  for  private  debt,  the  said  grist  mill  and  other  premises  herein- 
before specified  in  the  personal  property,  goods  and  chattels  now  assigned 
therewith,  or  auy  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  said  John  Mittleberger  first  obtained,  otherwise  they  shall  for- 
feit all  right  to  any  profits  hereunder ; and  further,  the  said  William  H. 
Merritt  and  George  Adams  do  convenant  and  agree  with  the  said  John 
Mittleberger,  that  they  will,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  during  the 
period  herein  limited,  and  during  the  solvency  of  the  firm  of  J ohn  Mittle- 
berger and  Company,  upon  the  request  of  the  said  John  Mittleberger,  and 
exhibition  of  the  books  of  the  firm,if  required,  indorsed  such  notes,  accept 
such  bills,  and  indorse  or  sign  such  other  negotiable  business  paper  as  he  may 
require  or  desire,  together  with  George  Rykert,  to  the  extent  of  the  sum  of 
12,500^.,  and  beyond  that  sum  without  him,  in  such  sums  as  he,  the  said 
John  Mittleberger,  shall  desire,  for  the  use  of  the  said  last  mentioned  firm. 
And  the  said  John  Mittleberger,  in  consideration  of  the  premises  and  of  the 
covenants  and  agreements  hereinbefore,  on  the  part  of  the  said  William  H. 
Merritt  and  George  Adams,  contained,  and  in  consideration  of  the  property 
above  specified,  and  the  credits  to  he  given,  doth,  for  himself,  his  executors 
and  administrators,  covenant,  promise  and  agree  with  the  said  William  H. 
Merritt  and  George  Adams,  that  he,  the  said  John  Mittleberger,  his  ex- 
ecutors or  administrators,  or  some  of  them,  shall  and  will  well  and  truly 
pay  them  or  either  of  them,  during  the  said  period  of  three  years,  or  during 
the  partnership  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Company,  the  following  annual 
rent,  that  is  to  say:  if  the  whole  profits  shall  be  under  an  average  of  2000?. 
per  annum,  then  and  in  such  case,  the  one  half  of  such  profits;  and  if  the 
whole  profits  shall  exceed  2,000?.  per  annum,  then  and  in  such  case,  the 
lawful  interest  on  the  estimation  of  stock  invested  by  the  said  William 
H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams,  and  specified  in  the  schedules  hereto 
annexed,  and  in  addition  thereto,  the  one  fourth  part  of  the  remaining 
profits,  after  deducting  the  said  interest,  And  the  said  John  Mittleberger 
doth  further  covenant  and  agree  that  he  will  diligently  and  with  as  little 
delay  as  possible,  collect  in  and  receive  the  debts,  notes  and  bonds, 
accounts  and  claims,  owing  to  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George 
Adams,  at  the  said  mill  or  otherwise  connected  therewith,  and  shall  aud 
will,  out  of  any  such  monies  received,  pay  off  and  discharge  all  debts  now 
due  and  to  become  due  against  the  said  mill  and  premises,  to  be  sanctioned 
by  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams,  or  either  of  them, 
without  unnecessary  delay,  and  credit  the  monies  received,  and  charge 
those  paid  out  to  the  account  of  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George 
Adams  ; and  that  he,  the  said  J ohn  Mittleberger,  will  give  a credit  in  the 
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books  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Company,  to  the  said  William  H.  Merritt 
and  George  Adams,  together,  to  the  amount  of  lOOOZ.  per  annum,  that  may 
be  had  and  received  in  goods,  at  the  store  of  the  said  John  Mittleberger 
and  Company,  as  they  may  require;  and  the  said  John  Mittleberger  doth 
further  covenant  and  agree  that  he  will  not,  during  the  continuance  of  this 
present  agreement,  sell,  dispose  of  or  convey, mortgage  or  otherwise  encum- 
ber his  share  or  interest  in  the  real  property  of  George  Rykert  and  Company 
or  Rykert,  Mittleberger  and  Company,or  either  of  th.em  or  any  part  thereof, 
without  the  consent  of  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams,  or 
one  of  them,  (except  the  property  of  Sanderson,  Turney  and  Jones,  which 
may  be  sold  and  converted  into  available  funds  for  the  use  of  the  said  firm); 
and  further,  that  he  the  said  John  Mittleberger,  his  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, shall  and  will,  from  time  to  time,  repair  the  said  premises,  as  re- 
quired; and  at  the  expiration  of  the  partnership  of  John  Mittleberger  and 
Company,  and  these  presents,  shall  and  will  restore  to  the  said  William  H. 
Merritt  and  George  Adams,  their  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  the  said 
mill  and  all  the  premises  now  let  or  assigned  to  him,  and  all  utensils  and 
implements  or  personal  chattels  belonging  thereto,  or  connected  therewith, 
in  as  good  order  and  repair  as  the  same  now  may  be  (reasonable  wear  and 
tear,  and  damage  by  fire,  tempest  or  other  unavoidable  accident  or  casualty 
excepted);  also,  that  at  the  end  or  expiration,  or  other  sooner  determination 
of  the  partnership  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Company,  he  will  close  up 
the  business  of  the  said  firm,  and  first  pay  and  discharge  all  its  liabilities; 
also,  will,  immediately  after  such  determination,  pay  over  to  the  said 
William  H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams,  their  executors  or  administrators, 
and  to  each  of  them,  the  investments  of  cash  or  stock  in  the  said  new  firm, 
whatever  amount  may  be  coming  to  them  or  either  of  them,  according  to 
the  schedules  hereto  annexed,  or  subsequent  receipts  and  credits,  provid- 
ing the  same  have  been  realized  and  paid  at  that  period,  or  as  soon  as  the 
same  shall  be  realized,  without  negligence  or  delay  on  the  part  of  the  said 
John  Mittleberger,  and  deliver  over  the  claims  not  collected ; and  also 
shall  and  will,  within  three  months,  pay  over  to  the  said  William  H. 
Merritt  and  George  Adams,  their  executors  or  administrators,  whatever 
balance  of  accounts  for  rents  or  otherwise  that  may  be  due  or  coming  to 
them,  or  either  of  them,  from  the  said  firm;  and  will,  within  the  period  of 
three  months  after  the  determination  of  the  said  co-partnership,  or  as  soon 
as  received,  pay  over  to  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams, 
their  executors  or  administrators,  any  proportions  of  rents  or  profits  that 
may  be  coming  to  them  : and  the  said  John  Mittleberger  doth  further 
covenant  and  agree  that  he  will  insure  or  cause  to  be  insured  and  keep 
insured,  in  some  public  office,  during  the  period  hereinbefore  limited  and 
appointed,  the  said  grist  mill,  in  the  names  of  the  said  William  H. 
Merritt  and  George  Adams,  for  the  sum  of  5000^.,  and  charge  the  pre- 
mium and  expenses  to  them  ; also  will  insure  or  cause  to  be  insured  and 
keep  insured,  for  the  same  period,  the  distillery  and  premises,  store-house 
and  wharf,  shop  and  premises,  for  the  sum  of  2500^.,  or  such  less  sum  as 
may  be  sufiicient,  (in  which  latter  case  one-third  of  the  insurance  of  the 
whole  property  is  to  be  paid  and  borne  by  the  respective  owners  of  the 
last  mentioned  property),  and  charge  the  premium  and  expenses  to  the 
said  respective  owners  or  firms;  also  will  insure,  from  time  to  time,  a suf- 
ficient sum  upon  the  produce  in  the  mill,  and  in  the  store-house,  and  on 
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the  goods,  and  charge  the  same  to  the  firm  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Com- 
pany ; also  will  pay,  hear  and  discharge  all  taxes,  assessments  and  water 
rent,  &c.  upon  the  whole  premises,  and  charge  the  same  to  the  said  firm. 
And  the  said  John  Mittleberger  further  covenants  and  agrees  that  he 
will,  from  time  to  time,  during  the  said  co-partnership,  procure  the  en- 
dorsement or  name  of  George  Eykert,  upon  negotiable  business-paper, 
to  be  used  in  the  said  firm  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Company;  also, 
that  in  the  firm  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Company  no  person  other 
than  himself  shall  have  power  for  him  to  contract  liabilities  or  sign  the 
name  of  the  firm,  unless  specially  empowered  under  his  hand  and  seal ; 
and  further,  that  he,  the  said  John  Mittleberger,  shall  and  will,  twice  in 
each  year,  balance  the  mill  and  distillery  accounts,  exhibiting  statements 
of  the  business  thereof ; and  also  once  in  each  year  will  balance  the 
store  accounts,  showing  an  annual  statement  of  the  aggregate  business, 
and  that  he  will  exhibit  the  books  at  all  times,  or  furnish  a copy  of  the 
balance  sheet,  to  each  of  the  parties  interested,  if  required  so  to  do.  And 
it  is  hereby  agreed  upon  between  the  parties  hereto,  that  in  case  of  the 
destruction  of  the  said  mill  by  fire  or  other  casualty,  or  the  occurrence  of 
any  accident  suspending  operations  for  six  months,  the  said  partnership 
and  this  agreement  may  be  put  an  end  to  if  declared  by  the  said  John 
Mittleberger  and  Beacher  Benham  ; and  in  case  of  similar  accidents  and 
oasualties  to  the  distillery,  and  the  same  shall  not  be  replaced  within  six 
months,  the  said  partnership  and  this  agreement  may  be  put  an  end  to 
and  cease,  if  declared  by  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams, 
their  executors  or  administrators ; or  should  the  shop  be  destroyed,  the 
said  John  Mittleberger  shall  be  chargeable  with  interest  on  its  estimated 
value  in  the  schedules.  It  is  also  agreed  upon,  that  should  it  at  any 
time  within  the  said  term  appear  that  the  united  credit  ef  the  several 
parties  does  not  command  and  has  ceased  to  command  adequate  means  to 
carry  on  the  business  with  profit,  a dissolution  shall  take  place  upon  the 
said  John  Mittleberger  giving  one  month’s  notice  thereof  to  all  parties 
interested.  It  is  also  agreed  upon  that  the  said  John  Mittleberger  shall, 
from  time  to  time,  pay  unto  Samuel  Street,  Esquire,  as  the  same  becomes 
due,  the  interest  accruing  upon  a mortgage  to  him  for  the  sum  of  1500^., 
the  amount  so  paid  to  be  charged  to  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George 
Adams,  but  no  part  of  the  principal  of  the  said  mortgage  is  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  funds  of  the  said  firm  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Company.  That 
in  case  the  available  means  by  debts  and  stock  of  the  parties  hereto  shall 
not  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  liabilities  as  they  faU  due,  then  quarterly  bal- 
ances of  the  accounts  on  either  side  shall  be  struck,  and  interest  charged 
thereon;  and  no  debts  due  to  either  party  shall  be  carried  to  their  credit  in 
account  until  the  money  is  collected.  That  no  permanent  improvement  shall 
be  made  in  any  part  of  the  property,  unless  by  consent  in  writing  of  all  part- 
ies interested.  That  a strict  account  shall  be  kept  of  the  business  of  the 
distillery,  until  the  hogs  now  on  hand  are  slaughtered,  when  the  profits  of 
the  business  from  the  month  of  May  can  be  ascertained,  one  half  of  which 
profits  shall  be  carried  to  the  credit  of  Eykert,  Mittleberger  and  Company, 
and  the  other  half  to  that  of  the  new  firm  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Com- 
pany. That  all  the  real  estate  and  capital  invested,  united  or  accumulating 
through  the  means  of  the  business  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Company, 
.shall  be  held  and  deemed  liable  for  all  losses  incurred  by  the  said  firm. 
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That  should  any  property  be  seized  and  sold,  which  belongs  to  one  party 
hereto,  under  execution  for  debt  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Company,  the 
property  of  the  other  party  shall  be  held  liable,  and  the  owner  pay  to 
the  party  seized  on  his  proportion  of  the  value  of  the  property  sacrificed, 
according  to  the  relative  value  of  the  property  of  each,  including  George 
Eykert  and  Company,  and  Eykert,  Mittleberger  and  Company.  And  it 
is  further  agreed  upon,  that  should  the  said  John  Mittleberger,  in  the 
new  firm  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Company,  sustain  losses  by  the  busi- 
ness exceeding  the  profits  thereof,  that  the  property  real  and  personal, 
or  shares  of  property  and  capital  invested  by  the  said  William  H.  Merritt 
and  George  Adams,  more  particularly  specified  in  the  schedules  here- 
unto annexed,  shall  be  held  to  be  equally  liable  with  that  of  the  said 
John  Mittleberger,  including  George  Eykert  and  Company,  and  Eykert, 
Mittleberger  and  Company,  for  such  losses,  in  the  same  proportion  the 
said  John  Mittleberger  ought  to  be  liable  as  regards  other  property  in- 
vested in  the  said  new  firm  or  partnership.  That  these  presents  shall 
cease  and  determine  with  the  partnership  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Com- 
pany, whenever  that  event  may  happen  within  the  space  of  three  years 
herein  limited ; That  the  co-partnership  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Com- 
pany shall  cease  and  determine  by  the  death  of  William  H.  Merritt 
and  John  Mittleberger,  or  either  of  them,  and  the  business  thereof  be 
finally  closed,  in  which  case  the  respective  owners  may  jointly  with  the 
surviving  parties  hereto,  the  said  George  Eykert,  and  the  executors  or 
administrators  of  the  deceased  party,  and  the  partners  or  surviving  part- 
ner of  the  firm  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Company,  enter  into  the  several 
premises,  and  adjust,  settle  and  close  the  said  business  j ustly  and  satisfact- 
orily; but  the  death  of  George  Adams  or  Beacher  Benham,  or  either,  is  not 
to  affect  tne  said  business,  and  the  said  John  Mittleberger  may  continue  in 
hia  own  name  if  he  sees  fit.  And  it  is  also  agreed  that  all  debts  against 
the  firm  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Company  for  endorsed  or  security  paper 
by  the  said  William,  Hamilton  Merritt  and  George  Adams,  shall  stand  in 
the  same  situation  as  all  other  debts  against  it,  and  be  claimed  by  them  in 
the  same  manner  as  other  creditors,  and  that  any  excess  beyond  the  sum 
of  12,500^.  for  indorsed  or  security  paper,  shall  claim  and  receive  a pre- 
ference to  be  paid  before  the  claim  of  George  Eykert,  Esquire,  for  similar 
indorsations  to  the  said  sum  last  mentioned,  and  that  such  excess  shall  be 
first  discharged,  so  as  to  reduce  the  liabilities  of  the  said  William  H. 
Merritt  and  George  Adams,  on  such  paper,  to  the  same  amount  as  that  of 
the  said  George  Eykert.  And  it  is  also  agreed  upon  between  the  parties 
hereto,  that  neither  party  shall  withdraw  from  the  said  firms  a greater 
annual  sum  than  1000?.,  that  is,  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and 
George  Adams  together,  shall  not  exceed  1000?.  annually,  and  the  said 
John  Mittleberger  and  Beacher  Benham  not  to  exceed  an  equal  sum 
annually,  from  the  funds  or  assets  of  the  said  firm.  And  the  said  Beacher 
Benham  doth  hereby  covenant  and  agree,  with  the  said  William  H.  Mer- 
ritt and  George  Adams,  that  he  will  not,during  the  continuance  of  the 
present  agreement,  sell,  dispose  of,  or  convey,  mortgage  or  otherwise  in- 
cumber, his  share  or  interest  in  the  real  property,  or  in  the  stock  or 
assets  of  the  late  firm  of  Eykert,  Mittleberger  and  Company,  or  any  or 
either  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  without  the  consent  of  the  said  William 
H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams,  or  one  of  them,  otherwise  he  shall  forfeit 
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all  profits  in  the  said  mentioned  firm.  And  lastly,  it  is  hereby  agreed 
upon  between  the  parties  hereto,  that  at  the  expiration  of  this  agreement 
the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams,  shall  and  will  take  back 
and  receive  such  materials  in  and  about  the  said  grist  mill  (as  are  generally 
used  therefor,  and  for  the  carrying  on  of  such  business),  that  may  remain 
on  hand  of  the  present  stock,  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of  1000^.  according 
to  and  at  its  present  estimated  value ; and  that  he  the  said  John  Mittle- 
berger  shall  and  will  also,  at  the  expiration  hereof,  take  back  and  receive 
such  goods,  wares  and  merchandize,  of  the  present  stock  that  may  then 
remain  in  hand,  not  to  exceed  thesum  of  lOOOZ.,  and  at  the  present 
prices  thereof  per  invoice  and  schedules  ; the  remainder  of  all  stock  what- 
soever in  hands  thereafter  to  be  disposed  of  by  public  sale,  unless  other- 
wise disposed  of  by  mutual  arrangement  or  agreement.  In  witness 
whereof  the  parties  to  these  presents  have  hereunto  set  their  hands  and 
seals  the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

(Signed,)  William  Hamilton  Merritt, 

George  Adams, 

Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  J ohn  Mittleberger, 

in  presence  of  Beacher  Benham. 

J.  H.  Ingersoll, 

Edward  Clarke  Campbell. 

That  on  the  24th  September,  1839,  the  defendant,  William  H,  Mer- 
ritt, wrote  and  sent  to  Thomas  G.  Eidout,  a letter,  in  the  words  and 
figures  following,  that  is  to  say  : 

St.  Catharines,  24th  Sept.,  1839. 

Sir, — You  will  receive  herein  a draft  on  Mr.  Charles  Mittleberger,  of 
Montreal,  under  date  of  21st  inst.,  for  500Z.,  and  one  of  Messrs.  Leme- 
surier,  Eouth  & Co.,  same  date  for  500/.,  at  ninety  days,  proceeds  of 
which  you  will  place  to  my  credit,  and  charge  me  with  note  due  3rd 
October  next,  for  1000/.  You  mention  to  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  on 
the  19th  inst.,  that  you  discount  no  new  paper  at  present ; I take  it  for 
granted  this  is  not  to  apply  to  the  business  in  which  we  are  engaged,  be- 
cause our  purchases  for  the  fall  must  all  be  made  this  month.  We  have 
two  schooner  loads  of  wheat  arrived,  and  expect  two  or  three  more  to 
bring  down  wheat  already  purchased,  and  require  immediately  another 
draft  for  1000/.  If  it  is  not  convenient  for  the  Bank  to  give  us  a draft, 
we  can  exchange  your  money  at  par  for  Ohio  in  Buffalo,  but  we  prefer 
the  former.  You  can  send  it  either  on  our  drafts,  or  proceeds  of  enclos- 
ed notes. 

Yours  truly, 

Wm.  H,  Merritt. 

To  Thos.  G.  Eidout,  Esq., 

Cashier,  B.  TJ.  C.,  Toronto. 

That  on  the  24th  September,  1839,  the  said  defendant,  W.  H. 
Merritt,  wrote  and  sent  to  W.  Dickenson,  a letter  in  the  words  and 
figures  following,  that  is  to  say  ; 

St.  Catharines,  24th  Sept.,  1839. 

William  Dickenson,  Esq. 

Sir, — I have  left  the  management  of  the  mills  wholly  to  John  Mittle- 
berger & Co.  They  promised  to  send  you  a good  proportion,  the 
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greater  part  as  formerly.  Your  letter  of  the  20th  is  at  hand.  From  the 
personal  conversation  with  yourself  and  partner,  I fully  understand  the 
motive  which  has  dictated  your  letter.  My  young  man  should  not  have 
noticed  it,  hut  I have  uniformly  told  every  person  no  agreement  existed 
this  year  between  us,  (at  the  same  time  you  will  find  by  my  letter  to  J ohn 
McPherson,  a copy  of  which  I send  you,  without  relating  to  the  first  of 
his  letter,  and  which  you  may  keep  to  yourself,  as  it  is  merely  to  assure 
you  I have  not  told  any  person  an  agreement  existed),  therefore  you 
may  rest  satisfied  nothing  further  can  transpire  to  militate  against  your 
ombi nation.  We  get  the  6d.  abatement  from,  all ; no  agreement,  but  un- 
derstood ; and  if  you  are  not  satisfied  to  let  things  remain  as  they  are,  let 
me  know  immediately,  as  we  are  about  making  large  shipments  to  you. 
Our  wheat  arrived  last  week,  and  the  mill  is  in  full  operation. 

Yours,  &c. 

W.  H.  Merritt. 

That  on  the  2nd  October,  1839,  the  said  defendant,  William  H.  Mer- 
ritt, wrote  and  sent  a letter  to  William  Mittleberger,  in  the  words  and 
figures  following,  that  is  to  say : 

St.  Catharines,  2nd  October,  1839. 

William  Mittleberger,  Cleveland. 

Dear  Sir, — Mr.  John  Mittleberger  having  left  for  Montreal  this  day, 
has  requested  me  to  write  you  and  others,  on  the  subject  of  his  mill 
operations.  On  examination,  I find  he  sent  you  drafts  to  the  amount  of 
$11,000,  on  the  14th  August,  Western  Bank  notes  sent  from  Buffalo  on 
the  14th  September,  near  $4000  ; and  by  Hayward,  on  the  21st  and  24th 
rising  $3000  ; St.  John  has  also  near  $1900,  which  would  have  placed 
you  in  funds  to  the  amount  of  $13,000,  before  either  Mr.  Chandler  or 
Mr.  Mittleberger  sent  you  funds.  We  have  received  up  to  this  date,  by 
Burns,  3,600,  by  Eliza,  1,397 J bushels,  in  all  4997J  bushels  ; which  is 
all  we  have  yet  to  represent  the  $13,000  first  sent.  All  we  require  is,  to 
be  equally  served  with  others,  in  proportion  to  the  funds  furnished.  Mr. 
J.  Mittleberger  paid  you  on  or  about  the  middle  of  September,  $4,300, 
on  the  21st,  he  received  on  or  about  f of  his  capital.  Chandler  had  4000, 
and  you  left  3250  bushels,  by  Liverpool,  which  replaces  near  the  whole 
of  his.  We  are  not  desirous  to  split  straws,  neither  do  I complain  of  the 
disposition  of  the  wheat.  With  regard  to  insurance,  we  are  charged  2 per 
cent,  premium,  that  is  2 cents  on  a bushel,  valued  at  a dollar,  from  Cleve- 
land to  our  mills.  What  can  it  be  effected  for  in  Cleveland,  at  a safe 
office  ? it  is  not  worth  J per  cent,  per  bushel  in  reality,  still  we  prefer 
being  covered.  We  send  you  three  drafts  of  $2,000  each,  and  one  for 
$814  besides  what  Mr.  Benham  will  deliver  you  ; he  goes  up  for  the 
express  purpose  of  handing  them,  to  prevent  delay,  as  well  as  to  urge 
on  the  delivery  of  wheat.  It  appears  that  Mr.  John  Mittleberger 


has  made  the  following  calculation  : — 

Amount  of  cash  already  sent  you* 20,000 

Commercial  Bank  drafts,  more 4,000 

By  Benham,  less  or  more, 6,000 


Say  in  all 30,000 

And  of  which  Mr.  St.  John  will  take  about 5,000 


25,000 
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We  require  30,000  of  wheat,  and  what  we  want  you  to  inform  us  by 
Mr.  Benham  is,  by  what  time  you  can  get  the  quantity.  Consult  Pease 
and  Allen,  and  ascertain  if  we  can  rely  on  getting  vessels,  or  must  send 
you,  and  when  \ and  in  meantime,  get  your  supply  from  the  Cleveland 
Bank,  if  required.  Plour  is  low  in  Kew  York,  and  fine  wheat  should 
be  down  in  proportion. 

Yours  truly, 

W.  H.  Merritt,  per  the  request  of 
Jno.  Mittleberger. 

That  on  the  9th  of  October,  1839,  the  said  defendant,  Wm  H.  Mer- 
ritt wrote  and  sent  to  Elisha  Hayward,  a letter  in  the  words  and  figures 
following,  that  is  to  say  ; — 

St.  Catharines,  9th  October,  1839. 

Mr.  Elisha  Hayward,  Buffalo, 

Dear  Sir, — Mr.  Benham  requests  me  to  write  you,  to  say  that  about 

2.000  bushels  of  corn  are  in  the  possession  of  Messrs.  Dane  and  Dickson, 
commission  merchants,  on  the  dock,  Buffalo ; that  they  promise  to  keep 
it  until  Wednesday  for  him  ; their  fine  was  7s.  York  per  bushel  \ he  now 
learns  that  wheat  has  come  down  to  75  cents  at  Bochester  and  Lockport 
which  must  reduce  the  price  of  corn.  It  is  only  62  J cents  in  New  York, 
he  therefore  thinks  you  could  purchase  this  lot  at  75  cents;  he  wants  it 
or  about  2000  bushels,  and  must  have  it  by  the  1st  December;  wiD  you 
endeavor  to  secure  him  that  quantity  ? and  he  will  send  the  money  on 
forthwith,  to  pay  for  it,  and  will  go  to  the  name.  Write  him  by  return 
of  post. 

Truly  yours, 

W.  H.  Merritt. 

That  on  the  12th  October  1839,  the  said  defendant  William  Hamil- 
ton Merritt,  wrote  and  sent  a letter  to  the  said  William  Mittleberger 
in  the  words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say: — 

St.  Catharines,  12th  October,  1839, 

Mr.  William  Mittleberger, — Dear  Sir, — Your  letter  of  the  8th  reached 
this  by  this  day’s  post.  We  have  received  from  Burns,  Ann  and  Balti- 
more about  9,000  bushels  of  wheat.  You  are  sending  by  Lewis  Goler 
(not  mentioned),  say  3 to  4,000,  which  when  it  arrives  will  make  12  to 

13.000  bushels ; out  of  about  $27,000  sent,  Mr.  Mittleberger  has  per  E. 
Ann  and  Liverpool  3,085,  per  E.  Ann  again  1,500,  say  4,600  bushels, 
by  the  L.  Wright  3,000,  making  7,500  bushels  out  of  $6865.23.  This 
may  be  all  right,  but  I do  not  understand  it.  In  addition  to  this 


St.  John  received, 12,986 

And 1,900 


14,886 

20,000 


$35,886 

Out  of  which  St.  John  has  6,000.  Thus  John  Mittleberger  will  receive, 
if  the  the  Merrit  reaches  with  her  3,369,  6,000  bushels  of  wheat,  out  of  an 
advance  of  $30,000.  The  Elka  Ann  was  engaged  to  go  to  Huron,  and 
we  feel  very  much  suprised  to  find  no  vessel  sent ; the  Merritt  reached 
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therefor  on  the  8th  instant.  As  J.  S.  McClure  says  they 


have 4,300  bushels  for  u-s  on  board  ; the  Merritt 

has 3,369 


making  7,669  for  us  out  of  |9,000  of  our 
money,  the  balance  may  be  on  hand.  They  name  price  of  wheat  75  cents; 
it  is  75  cents  only  at  Kochester.  All  I have  to  advise  is,  sending  on  all 
the  wheat,  and  mail  for  me  vessel  amount;  purchase  2,000  bushels  of  corn, 
of  good  quality,  and  at  as  low  a price  as  possible  ; a ship  will  be  sent 
for  it,  unless  you  get  a chance  to  ship  it  and  advise  us.  Close  up  all 
purchases ; get  in  all  the  wheat  and  ascertain  what  we  may  obtain  it  for 
during  the  winter  ; if  we  procure  the  funds  we  think  you  could  do  better 
to  go  down  and  remain  south,  but  of  this  you  will  be  the  best  judge. 
On  receipt  of  this  write  when  the  last  of  your  wheat  will  positively 
leave  or  be  in  Cleveland. 

Yours, 

W.  H.  Merritt. 

P.S.  You  bear  in  mind,  accept  money  for  St.  John,  Chandler,  Mittle- 
berger  and  ourselves  are  to  bear  an  equal  hazard,  and  receive  in  proportion 
to  the  advances  made.  Never  mind  the  pigs.  It  appears  you  have  on 

hand 5,000 

At  Milan  4,300 


Making  in  all  ....  9,300.  Where  is  the  remainder?  Do  write  us 
what  you  have  in  all,  and  when  lue  may  expect  it,  as  we  fear  our  mills 
will  be  idle  again  in  a few  days.  Can  wheat  be  purchased  by  draft 
on  N.  Y.  at  90  days?  W.  H.  M. 

That  the  said  William  Mittleberger  acted  as  an  agent  for  the  purchase 
of  wheat  for  Messrs.  John  Mittleberger  and  Company,  during  the  said  year 
1839,  and  he  did  also  act  as  an  agent  at  the  same  time  for  purchasing 
wheat  for  Mr.  Henry  Mittleberger,  of  St.  Catharines,  and  for  Mr.  Chan- 
dler, of  Thorold. 

That  on  the  3rd  March,  1840,  the  defendant,  William  Hamilton  Mer- 
ritt, and  the  said  George  Adams,  did  duly  execute  and  deliver  to  the 
plaintiffs,  John  Michael  Tobin  and  Andrew  Murison,  and  the  said  plain- 
tiffs did  also  duly  execute  the  same  on  their  part,  an  indenture  of  mortgage 
in  the  words  and  figures  following  that  is  to  say  : — 

This  indenture,  made  the  3rd  March,  1840,  between  William 
Hamilton  Merritt,  of  Saint  Catherines,  in  the  Niagara  District,  and 
province  of  Upper  Canada,  Esquire,  of  the  first  part,  George  Adams 
of  the  same  place,  Esquire,  of  the  second  part,  and  John  Michael 
Tobin,  of  the  city  of  Montreal,  and  Andrew  Murison,  of  the  city  of 
Quebec,  merchants  trading  under  the  names,  style  and  firm  of  Tobin 
and  Murison,  in  Montreal  aforesaid,  of  the  third  part.  Whereas  in  and 
by  certain  articles  of  agreement,  bearing  date  on  the  28th  day  of  Aug- 
ust last  past,  and  made  between  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George 
Adams,  of  the  one  part,  and  John  Mittleberger  and  Beacher  Benham, 
of  St.  Catherines  aforesaid,  merchants  trading  under  the  firm  of  John 
Mittleberger  & Co.,  of  the  other  part,  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and 
George  Adams  did  demise  and  let  unto  the  said  John  Mittleberger  and 
Beacher  Benham,  the  property  known  as  the  Welland  Canal  Mills,  in 
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St.  Catharines  aforesaid,  for  the  term  of  three  years  from  the  15th  day  of 
July  last  past;  and  did  also  in  and  by  the  said  articles  of  agreement, 
co'venant  and  agree  with  the  said  John  Mittleberger  and  Beacher  Ben- 
ham,  to  indorse  such  notes,  accept  such  bills,  and  indorse  or  sign  such 
other  negotiable  business  paper  as  might  be  required  for  the  use  of  the 
said  firm  of  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  upon  the  conditions  and  to  the 
extent  herein  more  fully  expressed  and  set  forth  ; and  whereas,  for  the 
purpose  of  lessening  the  necessity  of  negotiating  such  notes,  bills,  or 
other  business-paper  in  this  province,  and  of  enabling  the  said  John 
Mittleberger  & Co.  to  carry  on  their  milling  operations  to  a greater  ex- 
tent and  with  greater  facility,  they,  the  said  John  Mittleberger  & Co.  have 
agreed  with  the  said  Messrs.  Tobin  and  Murison,  to  supply,  extend,  and 
advance  to  them,  from  time  to  time,  such  funds,  credit  and  other  assist- 
ance as  they  may  require  to  carry  on  such  business  during  the  said  term 
of  three  years,  the  amount  of  such  advances  or  credit  not  exceeding  at  any 
time  the  sum  of  25,000/.  And  whereas  in  order  effectually  to  secure  the 
said  John  Michael  Tobin  and  Andrew  Murison,  for  any  advances  they 
may  make,  or  any  liabilities  they  may  incur,  to  or  for  or  on  account  of 
the  said  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  it  is  agreed,  by  and  between  the  said 
parties,  that  the  said  Welland  Canal  Mills  shall  be  assigned  and  con- 
veyed to  them  the  said  John  M.  Tobin  and  Andrew  Murison,  by  way  of 
mortgage,  to  be  held  by  them  as  security  as  aforesaid,  until  all  such 
advances,  credits  and  liabilities  shall  be  fully  paid,  satisfied  and  dis- 
charged ; subject,  however,  to  the  said  provisoes,  conditions,  limitations 
and  restrictions  hereinafter  contained.  JSTow  this  indenture  witneseth, 
that  the  said  William  H.  Merritt,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  pre- 
mises, and  of  the  covenants,  provisoes,  and  conditions  hereinafter  con- 
tained, and  also  for  the  further  consideration  of  five  shillings  of  law- 
ful money  of  the  province  aforesaid,  to  him  by  the  said  John  M.  Tobin 
and  Andrew  Murison  in  hand  paid,  the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknow- 
ledged, hath  granted,  bargained,  sold,  assigned,  released,  transferred,  con- 
veyed and  confirmed,  and  by  these  presents  doth  grant,  bargain,  sell, 
assign,  release,  transfer,  convey  and  confirm,  unto  the  said  Michael 
Tobin  and  Andrew  Murison,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever, the  undivided 
three-fourths  parts  of  all  and  singular  the  messuages,  mills,  houses, 
lands,  tenements  and  premises,  situated  in  St.  Catharines  aforesaid,  known 
as  the  Welland  Canal  Mills,  which  said  messuages,  lands  and  premises, 
may  be  better  known  and  described  as  follows,  that  is  to  say,  commencing 
at  a stone  planted  at  the  north-east  angle  of  lot  number  9 of  the  plot 
laid  out  by  the  said  William  H.  Merritt,  near  the  said  mill,  opposite  the 
front  thereof,  on  a course  south,  sixty-seven  degrees  west,  fifty  feet  there- 
from, thence  south,  twenty-three  degrees  and  a half  east,  fifty-two  feet 
more  or  less,  to  the  boundary  or  margin  of  the  canal,  thence  up  the 
boundary  of  the  same  to  the  waste  weir,  thence  at  a right  angle  with 
the  east  course  until  it  intersects  the  race,  thence  along  the  race  north- 
westerly fifty  feet  more  or  less,  until  it  intersects  the  north  side  of  Hill 
Street,  thence  one  hundred  and  six  feet  more  or  less,  until  within  ten 
feet  of  the  corner  of  the  mill-house,  thence  forty-four  feet  more  or  less,  to 
ten  feet  beyond  the  rear  of  the  mill  house,  thence  south  sixty-seven 
degrees  west  fifty-four  feet,  thence  south  twenty-four  degrees  east  fifty- 
four  feet  more  or  less,  to  within  ten  feet  of  the  corner  stone  of  said  milkhouse 
on  the  boundary  of  said  street,  thence  fifteen  feet  more  or  less  on  the  said 
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boundary  of  street,  until  it  intersects  a stone  on  a course  north  twenty- 
three  and  a half  degrees  west  from  the  place  of  beginning,  thence  south 
twenty-three  and  a half  degrees  east  fifty  feet  to  the  place  of  beginning, 
containing  by  admeasurement  halt  an  acre,  be  the  same  more  or  less  ; 
also  the  undivided  three- fourth  parts  of  a term  of  years,  granted  to  him 
the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt,  in  and  by  a certain  lease,  bearing 
date  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  J uly,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand, 
eight  hundred  and  thirty  five,  from  the  St.  Catharines’  Water  Power 
Company,  to  the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt,  together  with  three- 
fourth  parts  of  all  and  singular  the  waters,  water-courses,  water  privi- 
leges, races,  waste  weirs,  rights,  powers,  profits,  commodities  and  ad- 
vantages whatsoever,  mentioned  and  described  in  the  said  indenture 
of  lease,  and  every  part  and  parcel  thereof,  subject  however  to  the  reser- 
vations, limitations  and  conditions  therein  contained ; together  with 
three-fourth  parts  of  the  race  way  constructed  by  the  said  William  Hamil- 
ton Merritt,  under  the  said  lease,  with  all  the  privileges  and  appurten- 
ances to  the  same  belonging;  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  estates  and 
interest  herein-before  granted,  assigned,  released,  and  conveyed,  or  in- 
tended so  to  be,  unto  the  said  John  Michael  Tobin  and  Andrew  Muri- 
son,  their  heirs,  and  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  in  as  full  and 
beneficial  a manaaer  as  he  the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt  can  or  may 
grant,  release,  or  convey  the  same.  And  this  indenture  further  witnesseth, 
that  the  said  George  Adams,  for  the  considerations  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, hath  bargained,  sold,  assigned,  released,  transferred,  conveyed 
and  confirmed,  and  by  these  presents  doth  bargain,  sell,  assign,  release, 
transfer,  convey  and  confirm  unto  the  said  John  Michael  Tobin  and 
Andrew  Murison,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  the 
undivided  fourth  part  of  all  and  singular  the  messuages,  mills,  build- 
ings, lands,  tenements  and  premises,  lease  and  term  of  years,  waters, 
water- courses,  water- privileges,  races,  waste  weirs,  with  the  profits,  pri- 
vileges, commodities  and  advantages  thereof  herein-before  mentioned 
and  described  or  intended  to  be,  and  every  part  and  parcel ; to  have  and 
to  hold  the  said  estate  and  interests  last  before  mentioned  unto  the  said 
J ohn  Michael  Tobin  and  Andrew  Murison,  their  heirs,  executors,  admini- 
strator* or  assigns,  in  as  full  and  beneficial  a manner  as  he  the  said 
George  Adams  can  or  may  grant,  release,  or  convey  the  same ; provided 
always  nevertheless,  and  these  presents  are  upon  this  express  condition, 
and  it  is  the  true  intent  and  meaning  hereof,  and  of  the  parties  here- 
unto, that  if  the  said  John  Mittleberger  and  Beacher  Benham,  their 
executors  or  administrators,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  do  and  shall,  from 
time  to  time,  well  and  truly  pay  or  caused  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  John 
Michael  Tobin  and  Andrew  Murison,  their  executors  or  administrators,  all 
such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  upon  a statement  of  cash  or  other  accounts 
between  them  arising  and  accruing  under  and  in  pursuance  of  such  agree- 
ment, shall  appear  to  be  due  to  them  the  said  John  M.  Tobin  and  Andrew 
Murison ; and  also  if  the  said  John  Mittleberger  and  Beacher  Benham, 
their  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  shall  and  do  from  time  to  time, 
and  at  all  times,  save  harmless  and  keep  indemnified,  them  the  said  J ohn 
M.  Tobin  and  Andrew  Murison,  their  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  of,  from  and  against  all  damages,  losses,  costs,  charges  and 
expenses  whatsoever,  which  shall  or  may  at  any  time  arise  or  accrue 
to  them,  by  reason  of  any  such  liabilities  incurred  or  to  be  incurred 
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by  them,  for  or  on  account  of  the  said  John  Mittleberger  and  Beacher 
Benham,  their  executors  or  administrators,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agree- 
ment, then  this  indenture,  and  every  matter  and  thing  herein  contained, 
shall  be  utterly  null  and  void ; Provided  also,  and  it  is  hereby  further 
covenanted  and  agreed,  by  and  between  the  said  parties  respectively,  their 
executors  and  administrators,  that  the  said  John  M.  Tobin  and  Andrew 
Murison,  their  executors  or  administrators,  shall  not  at  any  time  take, 
commence  or  institute,  any  action,  suit,  process  or  proceeding  whatsoever, 
either  at  law  or  in  equity,  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession,  of  the  said 
land  and  premises,  or  of  any  monies  or  balances  of  account  that  may  have 
become  due  to  them  from  the  said  John  Mittleberger  and  Beacher  Benham, 
until  the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months  after  they,  the  said  John  M. 
Tobin  and  Andrew  Murison  shall  have  delivered  to  the  said  John  Mittle- 
berger and  Beacher  Benham  a full  and  correct  statement  in  writing  of  such 
account.  And  the  said  John  M.  Tobin  and  Andrew  Murison,  for  them- 
selves, their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  do  hereby  covenant, 
promise  and  agree,  to  and  with  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George 
Adams,  severally  and  respectively,  their  and  each  of  their  heirs,  executors 
and  administrators,  that  at  any  time  during  the  said  term  of  three 
years,  upon  the  full  payment  of  all  balances  of  account  and  monies  what- 
soever which  may  be  found  due  and  owing  from  the  said  John  Mittle- 
berger and  Beacher  Benham  to  the  said  John  M.  Tobin  and  Andrew 
Murison,  and  upon  being  fully  relieved  and  discharged  from  all  debts  and 
liabilities  incurred  by  them  for  or  on  account  of  the  said  John  Mittle- 
berger and  Beacher  Benham,  they  the  said  John  M.  Tobin  and  Andrew 
Murison,  shall  and  will,  at  the  request,  costs  and  charges  of  the  said  John 
Mittleberger  and  Beacher  Benham,  or  of  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and 
George  Adams,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  any  or  either  of  their  heirs, 
executors  or  administrators,  by  such  and  so  many  lawful  and  proper  deeds, 
writings  or  instruments  as  may  be  required  for  that  purpose,  release,  re- 
assign and  reconvey,  unto  the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George 
Adams  respectively,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  the  several  estates  and  interests 
of  and  in  the  messuages,  lands,  tenements  and  premises  by  them  respec- 
tively hereinbefore  granted,  released  and  conveyed,  in  as  full  and  ample  a 
manner  as  they  the  said  John  M.  Tobin  and  Andrew  Murison  can  or  may 
release,  re-assign  or  reconvey  the  same.  And  further,  that  they  the  said 
John  M.  Tobin  and  Andrew  Murison,  their  heirs,  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, shall  not  nor  will,  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  said  William 
3.  Merritt  and  George  Adams  respectively,  assign  over,  or  transfer  this 
indenture  to  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever.  And  it  is  hereby  further 
covenanted  and  agreeed,  by  and  between  the  said  parties  respectively,  their 
heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  that  in  case  the  said  John  Mittleberger 
and  Beacher  Benham,  their  executors  or  administrators,  shall  make  default 
in  the  payment  of  any  monies  or  balance  of  account,  which  upon  a state- 
ment of  such  account  being  made  and  delivered  as  aforesaid,  shall  be 
found  due  and  owing  to  the  said  John  M.  Tobin  and  Andrew  Murison, 
for  the  space  of  six  months  after  delivery  of  such  statement  as  aforesaid, 
then  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  said  John  M.  Tobin  and  Andrew 
Murison,  their  heirs  or  assigns,  into  the  said  lands,  tenements  and  prem- 
ises hereby  granted,  released  and  assigned,  or  any  part  thereof  in 
the  name  of  the  whole,  to  enter,  and  from  thenceforth  peaceably  and 
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quietly  to  have,  hold,  possess  and  enjoy  the  same,  and  every  part  thereof, 
and  to  take  and  receive  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  to  their  own  use, 
without  the  let,  suit,  interruption  or  denial  of  the  said  William  H.  Merritt 
and  George  Adams,  or  either  of  them,  or  of  any  person  or  persons  claim- 
ing or  to  claim,  by,  from,  through  or  under  them  or  either  of  them.  And 
the  said  William  H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams,  for  themselves,  their 
heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  do  hereby  severally  and  respectively 
covenant  and  agree,  to  and  with  the  said  John  M.  Tobin  and  Andrew 
Murison,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  that  they,  the  said  William  H.  Merritt 
and  George  Adams,  are  severally  and  respectively  seized  each  in  his  own 
right,  of  the  several  estates  and  interests  by  them  respectively  hereinbe- 
fore granted,  released  and  conveyed,  of  asnd  in  the  said  lands,  tenements 
and  premises,  and  have  good  right,  full  power,  and  lawful  and  absolute 
authority,  to  grant,  bargain,  sell,  release  and  convey  the  same  as  aforesaid; 
that  the  same  are  free  and  clear  of  and  from  all  and  all  manner  of  incum- 
brances ; and  that  they  the  said  Willliam  H.  Merritt  and  George  Adams, 
their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  shall  and  will  warrant  and  defend 
the  same,  unto  the  said  John  M.  Tobin  and  Andrew  Murison,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  against  the  lawful  claims  of  all  person  or  persons  whomsoever 
claiming,  or  who  shall  or  may  hereafter  claim,  any  legal  estate,  right,  title 
or  interest  therein,  by,  from,  through  or  under  them,  the  said  William  H. 
Merritt  and  George  Adams,  their  heirs  or  assigns,  or  any  or  either  of 
them.  In  testimony  whereof,  the  parties  to  these  presents  have  hereunto 
set  their  hands  and  seals,  on  the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

That  the  said  George  Adams  departed  this  life  on  or  about  the  10th 
October,  1844,  and  the  said  Beach er  Benham  removed  from  this  province 
to  the  United  States  of  America,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1842,  and  he 
hath  resided  there  ever  since,  and  still  does  reside  iu  the  United  States  of 
America.  That  the  course  of  dealing  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  firm 
of  John  Mittleberger  & Co.  was  chiefly  conducted  by  means  of  bills  of 
exchange  drawn  by  Messrs.  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  upon  and  afterwards 
accepted  by  the  plaintifis  ; which^bills  of  exchange  were  negociated  in  the 
first  instance  by  the  said  John  Mittleberger  & Co.  before  the  same  were 
accepted  by  the  plaintiffs;  and  the  proceeds  of  the  said  bills  were  obtained 
by  the  said  Messrs.  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  by  and  from  the  different 
banks  and  agencies  of  the  banks  in  this  province ; and  that  the  said  bills 
of  exchange  were  accepted  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  accommodation  of  the 
said  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  and  the  same  were,  when  due,  retired  and 
paid  by  the  said  plaintiffs,  and  charged  in  account  by  the  plaintiffs  against 
John  Mittleberger  & Co.;  that  the  signatures  to  and  upon  the  said  bills  of 
exchange,  as  drawers,  indorsers  and  acceptors,  are  respectively  of  the 
respective  hands  writing  of  the  parties  purporting  to  draw,  indorse  and 
accept  the  said  bills  of  exchange  ; that  James  Law,  mentioned  on  some  of 
the  said  bills  of  exchange,  was  the  agent  of  the  City  Bank  of  Montreal ; 
that  Henry  Mittleberger  was  the  agent  of  the  Bank  of  Montreal ; that 
Thos.  Wilson  was  the  cashier  of  the  Branch  Bank  of  Montreal,  at  Toronto; 
that  John  Cameron  was  the  cashier  of  the  Branch  of  the  Commercial 
Bank  of  the  Midland  District  at  Toronto ; that  Thomas  McCormick  was 
the  cashier  of  the  Bank  of  Upper  Canada,  at  Niagara ; and  that  W.  H. 
Hopper  was  the  manager  of  the  Branch  of  the  British  North  American 
Bank  at  Toronto.  The  original  bills  of  exchange  are  annexed  to  this 
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verdict.  That  the  plaintiffs  did,  in  the  month  of  December,  in  the 
year  of  onr  Lord  1841,  render  to  the  said  John  Mittleberger  a statement 
of  accounts  between  themselves  and  the  firm  of  John  Mittleberger 
& Co.,  in  which  the  said  plaintiffs  showed  a balance  due  to  them 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  27,554^.  12s.  8c^.,  a copy  of  which  said  ac- 

count is  annexed  to  this  verdict;  that  the  plaintiffs  again  in  the  month  of 
January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1843,  rendered  to  the  said  John  Mit- 
tleberger a statement  of  accounts  between  themselves  and  the  said  firm 
of  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  in  which  the  said  plaintiffs  showed  a balance 
due  to  them  from  the  said  John  Mittleberger  & Co.  amounting  to  the 
sum  of  35,737Z.  05.  8<i.,  a copy  of  which  said  amount  is  annexed  to  this 
verdict;  and  again,  the  said  plaintiffs,  on  or  about  the  18th  March,  1843, 
Tendered  to  the  said  John  Mittleberger,  a further  statement  of  the  accounts 
between  themselves  and  the  said  firm  of  John  Mittleberger  & Co., in  which 
the  said  plaintiffs  shewed  a balance  to  be  due  to  them  from  the  said  firm 
of  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  32,095?  12s  lOc?., 
a copy  of  which  account  is  annexed  to  this  verdict.  That  the  whole 
balance  of  accounts  now  due  to  the  said  plaintiffs,  from  the  said  firm  of 
Messrs.  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  is  the  sum  of  25,918?.  10s.  6c?.  That 
the  said  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  did,  during  the  period  of  the  said  three 
years  mentioned  in  the  said  articles,  and  with  the  money  advanced  by  the 
plaintiffs,  deal  in  purchasing  flour  and  other  produce,  which  was  forwarded 
to  the  plaintiffs  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  thereof  to  be  carried  to  the 
credit  of  J ohn  Mittleberger  & Co. ; and  such  monies  form  part  of  the 
account  rendered  to  the  said  John  Mittleberger  & Co.  That  the  whole 
amount  of  the  accounts  of  expenditure  of  monies  in  the  purchase  of  such 
American  flour  and  pork,  during  the  said  time,  is  the  sum  of  13,613?.  11s. 
7c?.,  and  the  loss  upon  the  re-sale  of  the  same,  is  the  sum  of  2,293?.  17s. 
lljc?.  But  whether  or  not,  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid,  by  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  in  form  aforesaid,  found,  the  said  defendants  did  undertake  and 
promise,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiffs  have  complained  against  the 
defendants  within  stated,  the  jurors  aforesaid,  are  altogether  ignorant,  and 
they  therefore  pray  the  advice  of  the  court  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  at  To- 
ronto, &c.  And  if  upon  the  whole  matter  the  said  court  of  our  said  lady 
the  Queen  shall  be  of  opinion  that]  the  said  defendants  did  undertake  and 
promise  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiffs  have  complained  against  them, 
then  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oaths  as  aforesaid,  say,  that  said 
defendants  did  undertake  and  promise,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiffs 
have  within  complained  against  them,  and  in  that  case  they  assess  the  dam- 
ages of  the  plaintiffs,  over  and  above  their  costs  and  charges,  to  the  sum 
of  25,918?.  10s.  6c?.  But  if  upon  the  whole  matter  it  shall  seem  to  the 
court,  that  the  said  defendants  did  not  undertake  or  promise  in  manner  and 
form  &c.,  then  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  say,  that  the 
said  William  Hamilton  Merritt  did  not  undertake  or  promise  in  manner 
and  form,  &c.  And  if  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid  it  shall  seem 
to  the  court,  that  in  the  event  of  the  said  defendants  being  adjudged  by 
the  said  court  to  be  liable  to  some  part  of  the  amount  claimed  by  the 
said  plaintiff's,  and  if  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid  it  shall  seem  to  the 
court  that  the  said  defendant  William  Hamilton  Merritt  is  not  liable  for 
the  matters  and  transactions  of  account  connected  with  the  said  trans- 
actions and  matters,  in  purchasing  of  the  said  American  flour  and  pork. 
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then  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  find,  that  the  whole 
balance  of  the  said  transactions  and  matters  is  the  sum  of  2,293Z.  17s, 
W^d.  And  if  it  shall  seem  to  the  court  that  such  sum  should  be  deduct- 
ed from  the  whole  amount,  then  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oaths 
aforesaid,  do  assess  the  damages  of  the  plaintifiFs  at  the  sum  of  £23,624. 
12s.  6Jc?.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  find  a verdict  for  the  plaintififs  upon  the 
second  and  third  pleas  of  the  said  defendant  William  Hamilton  Merritt. 

The  case  was  argued  at  great  length  last  Term  by  Burns  and  Blake 
for  the  plaintiffs,  and 

R.  B.  Sullivan  for  the  defendants. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  point  submitted  to  the  judgment  of  this  court, 
upon  the  special  verdict  which  has  been  consented  to  by  the  parties,  is, 
whether  during  the  course  of  certain  transactions  between  the  plaintiffs 
and  Messrs.  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  set  forth  in  the  special  verdict, 
the  defendant  Merritt,  was  or  was  not  a partner  in  the  firm  of  John 
Mittleberger  & Co.,  and  as  such  partner,  liable  to  be  charged  with 
monies  advanced  by  the  plaintiffs  during  that  period,  to  John  Mittle- 
berger & Co.,  for  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  firm.  If  the  defendant 
Merritt  was  not  so  liable,  then  a verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants; 
if  he  was  and  is  liable  to  be  so  charged,  then  a verdict  is  to  be  entered 
for  the  plaintiffs,  for  £25,918  10s.  6c?.,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this 
court,  upon  the  propriety  of  deducting  therefrom  the  sum  of  £2,293 
17s.  11^^?.,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  verdict.  The  defendant 

Merritt,  and  Mr,  Adams,  now  deceased,  were  owners,  in  different  pro- 
portions, of  mills  upon  the  Welland  Canal,  near  St.  Catharines,  in  which 
they  had  been  for  some  time  carrying  on  business  ; and  in  August,  1839, 
they  leased  the  mills  with^  other  premises  and  appurtenances,  to  John 
Mittleberger  and  one  Benham,  who  is  now  absent  from  the  province,  for 
three  years,  and,  at  the  same  time,  they  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
Mittleberger  and  Benham,  very  special  infits  nature,  with  the  terms  of 
which  the  court,  as  well  as  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  have  become 
familiar,  from  its  connection  with  other  proceedings  which  have  been 
before  us ; and  as  the  agreement  is  transcribed  in  full  in  the  special 
verdict,  I need  not  state  its  contents  further  than  may  be  necessary  for 
showing  the  grounds  of  our  judgment.  It  recited  that  John  Mittle- 
berger and  Benham,  intended  to  carry  on  business  at  the  mills  so  leased  to 
them,  under  the  nameof  “John  Mittleberger  & Co.,”  for  the  term  of  three 
years,  unless  the  period  should  be  lessened  by  death,  or  other  contingency. 
Merritt  and  Adams  by  it  assigned,  also  to  J.  Mittleberger  and  Benham^ 
all  their  stock  in  trade,  produce  and  effects  belonging  to  the  mill,  a sched- 
ule of  which  was  annexed.  Mittleberger  was  empowered  to  sue  for, 
and  receive,  all  debts  due  to  Merritt  and  Adams  in  their  former  busi- 
ness at  the  mills,  and  certain  accuring  rents,  crediting  what  should 
be  received  to  Merritt  and  Adams,  in  the  books  of  Mittleberger  & Co., ; 
and  permission  was  given  by  the  agreement  to  use  all  monies,  which  should 
be  so  realized,  in  the  firm  of  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  during  the  exist- 
ence of  that  firm,  without  interest.  Merritt  and  Adams  covenant  that 
they  will  not,  during  the  three  years,  seU,  mortgage  or  incumber,  or  ren- 
der liable  to  execution  for  private  debt,  the  mills,  or  any  of  the  property 
assigned,  without  the  consent  of  John  Mittleberger,  otherwise  they  shall 
forfeit  all  right  to  any  profits  under  the  agreement.  They  covenant  further, 
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that,  at  any  time,  during  the  term  of  years,  and  during  the  solvency  of 
Mittleberger  & Co.,  upon  the  agreement  of  Mittleherger^  and  exhibition 
of  the  hooks  of  the  firm,  they  will  endorse  notes,  and  accept  bills  as  he 
may  require,  together  with  one  George  Eykert,  to  the  extent  of  <£12,500, 
and  beyond  that  sum  without  him,  in  such  sums  as  J.  Mittleberger  shall 
desire,  for  the  use  of  the  firm  of  J.  Mittleberger  & Co.  In  the  same 
agreement,  J.  Mittleberger  covenants  that  he  will  pay  to  Merritt  and 
Adams,  during  the  three  years,  or  during  the  partnership  of  J.  Mittleber- 
ger & Co.,  the  following  annual  rent,  that  is  to  say,  “if  the  whole  profits 
shall  be  under  an  average  of  £2,000  per  annum,  then  the  one  half  of 
such  profits ; if  the  profits  shall  exceed  £2,000  per  annum,  then  the 
lawful  interest  on  the  estimation  of  the  stock  invested  by  Merritt  and 
Adams,  and  specified  in  the  schedules,  and  in  addition  thereto,  the  one 
fourth  part  of  the  remaining  profits,  after  deducting  the  said  interests'' 
J.  Mittleberger  covenants  that  he  will  give  a credit  to  Merritt  & Adams 
together,  to  the  amount  of  £1,000  in  each  year,  which  may  be  had  out  of 
the  store  of  J.  Mittleberger  & Co.,  in  goods  : and  he  covenants  that  he  will 
not,  so  long  as  the  agreement  continues, sell, mortgage,  or  incumber  his  in- 
terest in  the  real  property  of  the  pre-existing  firms,  of  Eykert  & Co.,  or  of 
Eykert,  Mittleberger  & Co.,  or  either  of  them,  without  the  consent  of  Mer- 
ritt ^ Adams,ox  one  of  them;  except  a certain  property  specified, may 
he  converted  into  available  funds  for  the  use  of  the  said  firm.  He  covenants, 
further,  that,  at  the  expiration,  or  other  sooner  determination  of  the  firm 
of  J.  Mittleberger  & Co.,  he  will  close  up  the  business  of  the  firm,  SinA  first 
pay  and  discharge  all  its  liabilities',  and  will,  immediately  after,  pay  over 
to  Merritt  and  Adams  their  investments  of  cash,  or  stock,  in  the  said  new 
firm,  whatever  amount  may  be  coming  to  them,  or  either  of  them,  accord- 
ing to  the  schedules,  or  subsequent  receipts  and  credits;  and  shall,  within 
three  months,  pay  over  to  Merritt  and  Adams  whatever  balance  of  ac- 
counts, for  rent  or  otherwise,  may  be  due  or  coming  to  them  or  either  of 
them,  from  the  said  firm;  and  will,  within  the  period  of  three  months  af- 
ter the  determination  of  the  said  co-partnership,  or  as  soon  as  received,  pay 
over  to  Merritt  and  Adams  any  proportion  of  rents  or  profits  that  may  be 
coming  to  them.  He  covenants,  also,  that  besides  insuring  the  mills,  &c., 
for  certain  amounts  named,  he  will,  from  timeto  time,  insure  a sufficient 
sum  upon  the  produce  in  the  mill,  and  in  the  store-house,  and  on  the  goods, 
and  charge  the  same  to  the  firm  of  J.  Mittleberger  & Co.  J.  Mittleberger 
further  covenants,  that  he  will,  from  time  to  time,  during  the  partnership, 
procure  Eykert  to  indorse  negotiable  business  paper,  to  be  used  in  the 
firm  of  J.  Mittleberger  ^ Co.',  and  also,  that  in  the  firm  of  J.  Mittleberger 
& Co.,  no  one  but  himself  shall  have  power,  for  him,  to  contract  liabilities 
or  sign  the  name  of  the  firm,  unless  empowered  under  his  hand  and  seal : 
that  he  will,  twice  in  each  year,  balance  the  mill  and  distillery  accounts, 
exhibiting  statements  of  the  business  thereof,  and  once  in  each  year  balance 
the  store  accounts,  showing  an  annual  statement  of  the  aggregate  business; 
that  he  will  exhibit  the  books  at  all  times,  or  furnish  a balance  sheet,  to 
each  of  the  parties  interested,  if  required.  It  is  provided,  that  if  the  mill 
shall  be  burnt,  or  from  any  accident  its  operations  be  suspended  for  six 
months,  the  said  partnership,  and  the  agreement,  may  be  put  an  end  to, 
if  declared  by  J.  Mittleberger  and  Benham  ; and  if  the  distillery  shall  be 
destroyed,  and  not  replaced  in  six  months,  the  said  partnership,  and  this 
3 u.  c.  Q B.  2. 
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agreement,  may  be  put  an  end  to,  if  declared  by  Merritt  and  Adams;  and 
if  the  shop  should  be  destroyed,  Mittleberger  should  be  charged  with 
interest  on  its  estimated  value  in  the  schedules.  And  it  is  stipulated, 
that  if  at  any  time  within  the  term  it  should  appear ^ that  the  united  credits 
of  the  several  parties  do  not  command  adequate  means  to  carry  on  the  busi- 
ness with  profit,  a dissolution  shall  take  place,  upon  John  Mittleberger  giv- 
ing one  month's  notice  ^0  all  parties  interested.  J.  Mittleberger  binds  him- 
self to  pay  to  S.  Street,  Esq.,  the  interest  of  a mortgage  long  before  given 
by  Merritt  and  Adams,  upon  the  miUs,  charging  the  same  to  Merritt  and 
Adams,  but  no  part  of  the  principal,  out  of  the  funds  of  the  said  firm ; 
that  in  case  the  available  means,  by  debts,  and  stock  “ of  the  parties 
hereto,'’  shall  not  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  liabilities  as  they  fall  due,  then 
quarterly  balances  of  the  accounts,  on  either  side,  shall  be  struck,  and  in- 
terest charged  thereon  : that  no  permanent  improvement  shall  be  made 
in  any  part  of  the  property,  unless  by  consent  in  writing  of  all  the  parties 
interested:  that  an  account  shall  be  kept  of  the  business  distillery,  till  the 
hogs  then  on  hand  shall  be  slaughtered,  when  the  profits  of  the  business 
from  the  month  of  May,  can  be  ascertained,  one  half  of  which  profits 
shall  be  credited  to  Eykert,  Mittleberger  & Co.,  and  the  other  half  to  the 
new  frm  of  John  Mittleberger  ^ Co. : that  all  the  real  estate  and  capital 
invested,  united  or  accumulating  through  the  business  of  John  Mittle- 
berger & Co.,  shall  be  held  liable  for  all  losses  incurred  by  the  firm  : and 
that,  if  any  property  shall  be  seized  upon  and  sold,  which  belongs  to  one 
party  to  the  agreement,  under  executions  for  the  debts  of  J.  Mittleberger 
& Co.,  the  property  of  the  other  party  shall  he  held  liable,  andf/ie  owner  pay 
to  the  party  seized  on  his  proportion  of  the  value  of  the  property  sacrificed, 
according  to  the  relative  value  of  the  property  of  each,  insluding  Eykert 
& Co.,  and  Eykert,  Mittleberger  & Co.  And  it  is  further  provided,  that 
if  John  Mittleberger,  in  the  new  firm  of  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  should 
sustain  losses  by  the  business,  exceeding  the  profits,  then  the  property, 
real  and  personal,  or  shares  of  property  and  capital  invested  by  the  said 
Merritt  and  Adams,  more  particularly  specified  in  the  schedules  annexed, 
shall  be  held  to  be  equally  liable  with  that  of  J.  Mittleberger,  including 
the  two  other  firms  of  Eykert  & Co.,  and  Eykert,  Mittleberger  & Co.,  for 
such  losses,  in  the  same  proportion  as  the  said  John  Mittleberger  ought 
to  bear  in  regard  to  other  property  vested  in  the  said  new  firm  or  partner- 
ship. It  is  provided,  that  “that  the  agreement  shall  determine  with  the 
partt  ership  of  J.  Mittleberger  & Co.,  whenever  that  event  may  happen 
within  the  three  years;  that  ihQ  co-partnership  of  John  Mittlberger  ^ Co., 
shall  cease  and  determine  by  the  death  of  either  Merritt  or  Mittleberger, 
and  the  business  be  finally  closed ; in  which  case,  the  respective  owners 
may,  jointly  with  the  surviving  parties  to  I3ie  agreement,  the  said  Eykert, 
and  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  deceased  party,and  the  partners, 
or  surviving  partners  of  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  enter  into  the  premises 
and  adjust,  settle  and  close  the  business.”  But  the  death  of  Adams,  and 
Benham,  or  either  of  them,  is  not  to  affect  the  said  business ; and  the 
said  John  Mittleberger  may  continue  in  his  own  name,  if  ho  sees  fit.  All 
debts  against  J.  Mittleberger  ^ Co,,  for  indorsed  or  security  paper,  by 
Merritt  ^ Adams,  shall  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  all  other  debts 
against  the  firm,  and  be  claimed  by  them  as  debts  by  other  creditors;  and 
any  excess  beyond  12,500^.,  for  indorsed  or  security  paper,  shall  be  pre- 
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preferred  to  the  claim  of  Rykert,  for  similar  endorsements  to  the  said  sum 
of  12,500^.,  and  such  excess  shall  be  first  discharged,  so  as  to  reduce  the 
liability  of  Merritt  and  Adams,  on  such  paper,  to  the  same  amount  as 
Rykert’s.  And  the  parties  stipulate,  “ that  neither  party  shall  withdraw 
from  the  said  Urm  more  than  l,000i^.,  annually,  viz.,  Merritt  and  A.dams 
not  more  than  1,000/.  between  them,  and  Mittleberger  and  Benham  not 
exceeding  an  equal  sum  annually  from  the  funds  or  assets  of  the  firm. 
Benham  covenants  with  Merritt  and  Adams,  that  he  will  not  sell,  or 
encumber,  his  interest  in  the  real  property,  or  in  the  assets,  of  the  late 
firm  of  Rykert,  Mittleberger  & Co.,  or  any  part  thereof,  without  the  con- 
sent oi  Merritt  and  Adams,  or  either  of  them  ; otherwise  he  shall  forfeit 
all  profits  in  the  said  firm.  And  the  parties  hind  themselves,  that  at 
the  expiration  of  the  agreement,  Merritt  and  Adams  will  take  such  materi- 
als in  and  about  the  grist-mill,  as  are  generally  used  in  such  business,  that 
may  remain  on  hand  of  the  present  stock,  not  exceeding  1,000/.,  according 
to  its  present  estimated  value ; and  that  Mittleberger  will  also  then  receive 
not  less  than  1,000/.  of  the  present  stock  of  goods  (if  so  much  remains 
on  hand),  at  the  prices  in  the  schedule  : the  remainder  of  all  stock  in 
hand  to  be  then  sold;  unless  otherwise  agreed  upon.  All  these  parts  of 
the  agreement  seem  to  hear,  more  or  less,  on  the  question  of  partnership, 
and  I believe  I have  omitted  none  that  do.  It  is  found  by  the  special 
verdict,  that  between  the  time  of  making  this  agreement  and  its  ter- 
mination, the  plaintiffs  accepted  bills  drawn  upon  them  by  John  Mit- 
tleberger & Co.,  for  the  accommodation  of  the  company,  to  a very 
large  amount,  which  were  discounted  for  the  company  at  the  agencies 
of  various  banks  in  Upper  Canada,  and  the  proceeds  passed  into  the 
hands  of  the  company ; and  that  those  bills,  when  they  came  to  matu- 
rity were  paid  by  the  acceptors.  In  relation  to  these  advances,  a 
mortgage  was  given  to  the  plaintiffs,  by  Merritt  and  Adams,  on  3rd 
March,  1840,  which  is  set  out  in  the  verdict,  and  wiU  be  presently 
noticed.  It  is  for  the  balance  of  accounts  due  to  the  plaintiffs  for  such 
advances,  and  found  by  special  verdict  to  amount  to  £25,918  10«. 
6d.,  that  the  plaintiffe  seek  in  thii  action  to  charge  the  defendants, 
Merritt  and  Mittleberger,  as  being  both  partners  in  the  firm  of  Mittle- 
berger and  Co.  Besides  the  evidence  upon  the  question  of  partnership, 
which  may  be  collected  from  the  agreement,  certain  letters  are  found  by 
the  special  verdict  to  have  been  written  and  sent  by  Merritt  to  various 
persons,  which  are  set  out  verbal  im,  and  which  are  relied  upon  as  tend- 
ing to  establish  the  fact  of  partnership.  The  defendant  Merritt  contends 
that  these  letters  cannot  be  considered  by  the  court,  because  a special 
verdict  can  only  contain  facts  found,  and  not  mere  evidence  of  facts. — 
No  doubt  that  is  a well  known  principle,  and  applies  universally  to  spe- 
cial verdicts ; but  it  does  not  apply  as  it  has  been  attempted  to  apply  it. 
If  the  jury  had  found  merely  that  certain  evidence  was  given  to  them  for 
the  purpose  of  proving  that  these  letters  were  written  by  Merritt,  or  by 
some  one  authorised  by  him,  then,  however  conclusive  the  proof  of  the  fact 
might  have  seemed,  we  could  not  have  taken  these  letters  as  proved,  and 
could  not  have  considered  them  ; but  the  jury  find  that  these  letters  were 
written,  and  were  sent  by  the  defendant  Merritt : what  they  import  upon 
a fair  construction  of  them,  and  what  their  contents  establish,  becomes 
then  matter  of  law  rather  than  of  fact.  If,  for  instance,  a question  should 
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arise  upon  a trial,  whether  an  act  done  by  A,  for  the  benefit  of  B,  but 
without  his  express  authority,  was  afterwards  adopted  and  ratified  by  B, 
and  if  a letter  written  by  the  latter  were  produced  in  evidence,  it  would 
become  the  duty  of  the  court  to  say  whether  it  amounted  to  an  adoption, 
or  not.  So,  if  on  a prosecution  of  several  persons  for  a conspiracy,  it 
were  proved  that  one  of  them  wrote  and  sent  a letter  in  relation  to  the 
object  of  the  conspiracy,  it  would  fall  to  the  court  to  say,  whether  the 
tents  of  the  letter  showed  such  a participation  in  the  design,  as  to 
amount  to  an  over  act,  implicating  the  person  in  the  conspiracy.  In  a 
case  before  Lord  Ellenborough,  at  nisi  prius,  in  which  letters  were  written 
not  by  parties  in  the  cause  but  by  persons  who  had  been  acting  in  the 
matters  which  gave  rise  to  the  litigation,  it  was  objected  that  they  were 
mere  declarations  of  parties  not  on  oath,  and  so  not  evidence,  but  Lord 
Ellenboro  observed  (I  have  not  now  the  case  before  me  and  I cite  it  from 
memory),  “ I think  the  letters  are  evidence ; I must  suppose  the  parties 
writing  them  were  rational  agents;  the  letters  were  written  before  any 
dispute  about  these  matters  arose ; with  what  intentions  the  writers  acted, 
is  part  of  the  question,  and  what  better  eAudence  can  we  have  of  their 
intentions  than  their  conduct ; their  writing  and  sending  these  letters 
was  part  of  their  conduct.”  I think  these  letters  written  and  sent  by 
Merritt,  are  facts  which  we  are  bound  to  consider.  They  must  be  read 
through  to  find  out  how  far  they  are  material.  It  will  be  seen  that  in  all 
of  them  Mr.  Merritt  identifies  himself  with  the  transactions  of  the  firm  ; 
the  large  advances  of  money  were  required  for  carrying  on  the  business  of 
the  mills ; wheat  was  to  be  bought  in  the  United  States,  and  sent  to  St. 
Catharines  to  be  manufactured  into  flour ; this  occasioned  a correspon- 
dence with  the  agent  who  was  to  buy  the  wheat,  with  forwarders  who 
were  to  transport  the  flour,  and  with  bank  agents  who  were  to  negotiate 
bills  and  drafts  : and  these  letters  of  the  defendant  Merritt  are  on  these 
subjects.  He  speaks  of  the  business  of  J.  Mittleberger  and  Co.,  as  our 
business — “ our  purchases  for  the  fall,”  he  says,  ‘‘  must  be  made  this 
week  ; we  have  two  schooner  loads  of  wheat  arrived,”  &c.  To  the  for- 
warder, he  says,  “ we  are  about  malting  large  shipments  to  you ; our  wheat 
arrived  last  week,  and  the  mill  is  in  full  operation.”  That  he  alludes  to 
the  mills  leased  by  him  is  clear,  for  he  says  in  the  same  letter,  “ I have 
left  the  management  of  the  mills  wholly  to  John  Mittleberger  & Co.” 
The  letter  of  the  2nd  October,  1839,  he  wrote  to  William  Mittleberger, 
who  is  stated  in  the  verdict  to  have  been  an  agent  of  John  Mittleberger 
& Co.,  employed  to  buy  wheat  for  them  in  Cleveland,  in  terms  which 
show  an  intimate  knowledge  of  the  business  carried  on  by  J.  Mittleberger 
& Co.,  aud  a personal  interest  in  it.  In  that  letter  he  seems  to  reproach 
the  agent  for  not  sending  wheat  in  proportion  to  the  monies  which  had 
been  sent  to  him  ; and  it  is  impossible  to  read  this  letter  with  any  other 
impression  than  that  the  monies  advanced  were  advances  made  by  him, 
and  the  wheat  purchased  for  him;  not  for  him  alone,  but  in  conjunction 
with  the  others  who  composed  the  firm.  “ We  require,”  he  says,  ‘‘30,000 
bushels  of  wheat,  and  what  we  want  you  to  inform  us  by  Mr.  Benham 
is  what  time  you  can  get  the  quantity.”  In  another  letter  to  the  same 
agent  he  speaks  of  the  advances  of  monies  made  to  him,  as  our  money] 
and  after  urging  him  to  send  wheat,  he  says,  “ close  up  all  purchases  ; get 
in  all  the  wheat,  and  ascertain  what  we  may  obtain  it  for  during  the  winter^ 
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(this  is  written  in  October,  1839),  if  we  procure  the  funds.  Write  us 
what  you  have  in  all,  and  when  we  m^y  expect  it,  as  we  fear  our  mills 
will  be  idle  again  in  a few  days.  Can  wheat  be  purchased  by  draft  on 
Kew  York  at  90  days'?  ” Looking  then  at  these  letters  written  by  the 
defendant  Merritt,  and  at  the  agreement  of  28th  August,  1839,  we  have 
to  determine,  1st,  whether  he  was  in  fact  a partner  with  John  Mittleber- 
ger,  in  the  business  for  which  the  plaintiffs,  by  their  accommodation  accept- 
ances, supplied  funds;  2nd,  if  he  was,  then,  whether  there  was  any  thing 
in  the  terms  of  the  mortgage  given  to  the  plaintiffs  on  3rd  March,  1840, 
which  should  obstruct  the  plaintiff’s  legal  resource  against  him  as  a part- 
ner. Upon  the  first  point,  I have  to  observe  that,  when  the  amount  in 
litigation,  in  any  cause,  is  very  large,  as  it  is  here,  amounting  to  more 
than  £25,000,  every  question,  upon  which  the  right  of  the  respective 
parties  can  be  made  to  depend,  becomes  important,  in  one  sense  at  least, 
as  regards  those  parties ; and  the  ability  and  research  of  counsel,  which 
were  conspicuously  exerted  on  both  sides,  in  this  case,  may  very  often 
succeed  in  giving  the  appearance  of  doubt  and  difficulty  to  questions, 
which,  in  truth,  are  not  in  themselves  doubtful  or  difficult.  And  this, 
in  my  opinion,  is  the  case  here.  If  the  agent  at  Cleveland,  to  whom  the 
defendant,  Merritt  wrote  the  letters  referred  to,  having  purchased,  in  the 
United  States,  large  quantities  of  wheat,  avowedly  for  J.  Mittleberger 
and  Co.,  had  failed  to  pay  for  it,  so  that  the  sellers  were  obliged  to  pro- 
ceed against  his  principals,  if  Mr.  Merritt,  being  sued  in  such  an  action, 
had  denied  that  he  was  liable  as  a partner,  and  upon  the  trial  these  letters 
had  been  produced,  and  nothing  more  had  appeared,  it  cannot  be  doubted 
that  the  jury  would  have  been  directed,  at  once,  to  find  for  the  plain- 
tiffs. I see  verdicts  constantly  rendered  against  parties,  who  deny  their 
liability  as  partners,  upon  evidence  much  less  clear  and  positive.  Then,  as 
to  the  agreement,  it  seems  to  involve  in  it  every  ingredient  of  a partnership 
among  the  four  who  were  parties  to  it : joint  contribution  of  funds  ; par- 
ticipation of  ail  in  the  general  profits;  a common  liability  to  loss;  a peri- 
odical exhibition  of  accounts;  a general  accountability  among  themselves; 
and  a final  adjustment,  according  to  the  property  of  each,  has  been  taken 
into  account,  in  the  joint  dealing.  It  is  quite  true,  that  in  the  agree- 
ment the  firm  is  spoken  of  as  consisting  of  J.  Mittleberger  and  Benham, 
alone;  but  I take  it  to  be  equally  clear,  that  if,  in  any  such  agreement,  all 
the  parties  had,  in  the  most  express  form  of  words  that  could  be  used, 
declared  that  those  two  alone  should  compose  the  firm,  and  had  added 
that  those  two  alone  should  be  liable  as  partners  to  third  parties,  but 
yet  had  gone  on,  in  the  same  agreement  (however  absurdly  it  might  have 
seemed),  to  constitute  in  fact  a partnership  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  by 
providing  for  a common  participation  of  the  profits,  and  a common  liabil- 
ity to  losses,  the  rights  of  third  parties,  dealing  with  them,  would  have 
depended,  not  on  what  they  might  have  said  as  to  who  should  he  the 
partners,  but  upon  what  they  had  done  by  that  agreement,  or  afterwards, 
to  make  some  or  the  whole  of  them  partners  in  fact.  If  by  law  they 
would  be  partners,  acting  as  they  did,  then  the  only  effect  of  their  declar- 
ing that  Mittleberger  and  Benham  should  compose  the  firm,  would  be, 
that  they  might  be  regarded  as  the  name  in  which  the  whole  traded. 
It  is  needless  to  inquire  what  substantial  effect  it  could  have  inter  se  ; 
as  to  third  parties  no  such  provision  in  their  own  contract  can  exempt 
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any  party  from  the  liability,  who  ought  to  be  held  liable  upon  the  actual 
mode  of  dealing.  This  is  no  such  case  as  that  of  Emly  et  al.  v.  Lye 
et  al.  (a),  where  the  party  discounting  a hill  drawn  by  one  member  of  a 
firm,  in  his  own  name  only,  as  a third  party,  sought  to  make  the  partners 
of  the  drawer  liable,  though  the  bill  was  not  drawn  in  the  name  of  the 
firm,  on  the  ground  that  the  money  went  into  the  partnership  account. 
There  the  court  held,  that  the  person  discounting  the  bill  had  no  pretence 
for  following  the  funds  into  whatever  hands  they  came,  for  that  they  had 
discounted  the  paper  on  the  credit  of  the  parties  to  it,  and  had  no 
remedy  except  on  the  security.  To  have  held  otherwise  would  have 
introduced  great  confusion  into  mercantile  transactions.  But  here  the 
plaintiffs  advanced  the  monies  upon  bills  drawn  on  them  by  J.  Mittle- 
berger  & Co, ; they  accepted  for  their  accommodation,  and  lent  their 
money  to  them ; and,  the  only  question  is,  who  are  comprehended  in  the 
firm  of  J.  Mittleberger  and  Co.?  for  all  who  are,  are  clearly  the  borrowers 
of  the  money.  Now,  how  can  it  be  denied,  upon  the  face  of  the  agree- 
ment alone,  that  the  monies,  which  were  advanced  for  buying  wheat  to  Be 
made  into  flour  at  the  mills,  went  to  carry  on  a business,  in  which  Mer- 
ritt and  Adams  had  a joint  interest  as  partners.  It  may  have  been 
imagined,  that  a sort  of  qualified  or  limited  partnership  could  be  con- 
structed, such  as  would  give  to  Merritt  and  Adams  all  the  chance  of 
profit  out  of  the  business,  without  making  them  subject  to  the  debts 
incurred  in  it.  It  would  seem,  that  both  in  the  agreement  and  in  the 
letters  such  an  idea  was  sometimes  present,  though  it  was  at  other  times 
lost  sight  of.  But  the  point  that  all  the  four  were  partners,  is  in  my 
opinion,  too  clear  for  argument.  It  would  be  tedious  to  cite  all  the 
proofs  of  a partnership  afforded  by  the  agreement ; they  are  irrestible, 
and  it  is  unnecessary  to  cite  authorities  for  what  admits,  as  I think, 
of  no  dispute.  The  various  authorities  cited  are  in  cases  where  the 
palpable,  direct  arrangements,  which  of  themselves  go  to  constitute  a 
partnership,  were  wanting,  and  where  some  one  or  more  collateral  cir- 
cumstances relied  upon,  and  these,  though  material,  were  sought  to  be 
explained  away,  or  were  counteracted  by  something  that  made  them 
inconclusive  : but,  here  the  four  were  in  fact  partners,  by  their  agreement, 
that  is  by  its  expositions  in  many  parts  of  it,  and  by  its  effects  on  the 
whole.  There  can,  in  my  opinion,  be  no  question  raised,  unless  there  is 
ground  for  it  in  the  particular  character  of  the  transaction  between  these 
plaintiffs  and  Merritt,  which  led  to  their  giving  accommodation  to  J. 
Mittleberger  & Co. — I refer,  now,  to  the  mortgage  of  3rd  March  1840.  I 
see  nothing  in  that  that  can  control  the  liability  of  every  member  of  the 
firm  of  J.  Mittleberger  & Co.  ; it  refers  to  the  agreement  of  28th  August 
1839 ; and  though  it  recites  but  a small  part  of  it,  I must  infer,  unless 
the  contrary  were  shewn,  that  its  contents  were  known  to  all.  Then,  if 
so,  while  these  plaintiffs  knew  that,  among  themselves,  the  parties  had 
agreed  to  call  J.  Mittleberger  and  Benham  the  firm,  they  also  knew,  on  the 
other  hand,  that  the  monies  which  they  were  about  to  advance,  were  to 
be  applied  in  carrying  on  a business,  of  which  the  whole  four  were  to 
share  the  profits,  and  were  to  be  liable  to  the  losses  ; in  which  they  were 
to  be  mutually  accountable  during  the  progress,  and  at  the  end  of  the 
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"business  ; in  which  they  all  had  stock  invested  ; and  of  which  an  account 
was  to  be  finally  taken  and  adjusted  among  all  at  the  conclusion.  To  be 
sure,  it  is  stated,  that  before  Merritt  and  Adams  were  to  receive  their 
share  of  the  profits,  all  the  debts  of  the  firm  should  be  paid  ; but  that 
must  be  presumed  to  be  the  principle  and  intention  of  all  partnerships, 
however  indifferently  it  may  be  sometimes  observed.  Then,  knowing 
these  facts  at  the  time,  or  afterwards  discovering  them,  how  could  the 
plaintiffs  imagine,  that  when  they  accepted  bills  drawn  on  them  by  J.  Mit- 
tleherger  & Co.,  they  were  not  to  have  the  liability  of  all,  who,  upon  the 
well  known  principle  ot  mercantile  law,  must  be  held  to  be  included  in  the 
firm.  They  could  not  suppose  that  any  one  could  stasd  in  that  situation 
that  he  might  make  almost  a fortune,  out  of  money  advanced  by  them, 
from  the  profits  of  a business  carried  on  with  it,  and  yet  be  exempt  from 
contributing  to  its  payment.  The  many  stipulations,  in  the  agreement  of 
August,  1839,  intended  for  the  equal  protection  of  all  four,  and  particu- 
larly those  regarding  the  dissolution  of  the  firm,  on  Merritt’s  death,  (though 
it  was  not  to  be  dissolved  on  Benham’s  death),  are  consistent  with  the 
idea  of  a co-partnership,  and  with  no  other  state  of  facts  ; and  so  the 
defendant,  Merritt,  seems  clearly  to  have  understood,  from  his  letters.  It 
need  hardly  be  stated,  that  the  fact  of  Merritt  having  given  a mortgage 
upon  some  of  his  lands,  to  what  value  is  not  ascertained,  towards  securing 
the  plaintiffe,  in  their  acceptances  for  J.  Mittleberger  & Co.,  can  never  be 
held  to  deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  the  full  benefit  of  their  recourse  upon  all 
who  are  in  fact  liable  upon  their  acceptances.  I see  no  reason  for  hold- 
ing the  sum  of  2,293Z.  17s.  W^d.,  as  otherwise  than  part  of  the  partner- 
ship dealing ; it  was  money  lent  to  J.  Mittleberger  & Co.,  aiM  was  applied 
by  them  in  purchasing  produce,  no  matter  of  what  kind,  which  went  into 
the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  relieved  all  the  partners  of  the  firm,  pro 
tanto,  by  discharging  so  much  of  the  general  account,  on  which  all  were 
liable.  I am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  plaintiffs  should  recover  the 
sum  ®f  25,918/.  lOs.  6c/. 

Jones,  J. — The  amount  involved  in  the  question  to  be  determined  is  large 
for  this  country,and  although  the  case  occupied  much  time  and  was  ably  and 
ingeniously  argued  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  I cannot  see  much  diffi- 
culty in  the  decision.  The  agreement  of  the  28th  August,  1839,  so  far 
as  it  relates  to  the  question  of  partnership,  is  in  substance  this  : Merritt  and 
Adams  leased  to  John  Mittleberger,  the  St.  Catharines  mill,  and  other  real 
property,  for  three  years  : and  Mittleberger  and  Benham,  in  the  name 
of  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  agreed  to  carry  on,  for  three  years,  the 
milling  business,  which  had  previously  been  conducted  by  Merritt,  the 
business  which  had  been  previously  carried  on  by  George  Eykert  and 
J ohn  Mittleberger  in  the  name  of  George  Eykert  & Co.,  also  the  business 
of  distillers,  previously  carried  on  by  Eykert,  Benham  and  Mittleberger, 
under  the  name,  style  and  firm  of  Eykert,  Mittleberger  & Co.  With  the 
mills,  Merritt  and  Adams  transferred  all  the  stock  and  effect  appertaining 
to  the  mill,  also  the  debts  due  to  the  establishment,  and  the  use  of  a 
schooner,  according  to  a schedule  annexed  to  the  agreement,  and 
covenanted  amongst  other  things,  not  to  discharge  any  of  the  debts,  so 
transferred,  und3r  the  penalty  of  forfeiture  of  any  right  to  profits,  under 
the  agreement.  Mittleberger  covenanted  to  pay  Merritt  and  Adams  an 
annual  rent,  as  follow:  If  “ the  whole  profits  shall  be  under  an  average 
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of  2,000Z.  per  annum,  then,  and  in  such  case,  the  one  half  of  such  profits; 
and  if  the  whole  profits  shall  exceed  2,000^.  per  annum,  then,  and  in  such 
case,  the  lawful  interest  on  the  estimation  of  stock  invested  by  the  said 
Merritt  and  Adams,  and  specified  in  the  schedule  annexed,  and,  in  addi- 
tion thereto,  the  one  fourth  part  of  the  remaining  profits  after  deducting 
the  said  interest.”  Also,  to  give  an  annual  advance  of  goods  to  Merritt 
and  Adams,  if  required,  of  1,000^.;  to  close  up  the  business  at  the  end 
of  the  partnership  of  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  and  first,  to  pay  and  dis- 
charge all  its  liabilities  ; to  pay  over  to  Merritt  and  Adams,  their  invest- 
ments of  cash,  and  stock  in  the  new  firm ; and  within  the  period  of  three 
months  after  the  determination  of  the  said  co-partnership,  or  as  soon  as 
received,  to  pay  over  to  the  said  Merritt  and  Adams,  any  proportion  of 
rents  or  profits  that  may  be  remaining  to  them.  Mittleberger  further 
covenants,  to  insure  the  produce  in  the  mill  and  store- house,  and  also  the 
goods ; also,  once  in  each  year  to  balance  the  other  accounts,  shewing  an 
annual  statement  of  the  aggregate  business,  to  exhibit  the  books  at  all 
times,  or  furnish  a balance  sheet  to  each  of  the  parties  interested,  if 
required.  It  was  further  mutually  agreed,  that  at  the  expiration  of  the 
term,  Merritt  and  Adams  should  take  back  the  materials  about  the  mill, 
to  the  amount  of  1,000^.,  and  that  Mittleberger  should  take  back  goods, 
wares  and  merchandize,  to  a like  sum  ; the  remainder  of  all  stock  what- 
soever t6  be  then  disposed  of.  The  circumstance,  that  Merritt  and 
Adams  were  to  endorse  for  the  firm,  was  strongly  relied  upon  in  the  argu- 
ment, to  shew  that  their  liabilty  in  the  business  was  to  be  limited  by  such 
indorsations.  I do  not  so  view  it.  In  order  to  carry  on  the  extensive 
business  contemplated  by  the  parties,  large  advances  and  credits  would 
be  required  from  the  banks,  by  the  discount  of  drafts  or  notes  ; and  the 
security  of  parties,  supposed  to  be  unconnected  with  the  business,  is 
usually  required  on  such  paper,  in  Upper  Canada.  If,  therefore,  Merritt 
and  Adams  had  been  known  to  be  partners  in  the  firm  of  John  Mittle- 
berger & Co.,  their  endorsations  would  not,  of  course,  have  been  con- 
sidered as  any  additional  security  upon  the  paper  of  the  firm  ; and  to  this 
I think,  may  be  attributed  their  desire  not  to  be  regarded,  by  the  public, 
as  connected  with  the  business  of  John  Mittleberger  & Co.,  their  names 
not  appearing  in  the  firm.  There  is,  by  this  agreement,  a participation  in 
the  ultimate  profits,  by  all  the  parties  concerned  ; although  the  business 
was  to  be  conducted  in  the  name  of  John  Mittleberger  and  Co.,  the  names 
of  the  other  parties  not  appearing  ; and  although  a sum  was  agreed  to  be 
paid  as  rent,  it  was  to  be  ascertained  by  the  actual  profits  upon  the  whole 
business,  and  the  amount  depended  entirely  upon  such  profits.  I cannot 
but  regard  the  business  to  be  carried  on  under  the  agreement,  as  a part- 
nership business  between  all  the  parties,  and  I do  not  see  how  any  person 
can  read  the  agreement  without  coming  at  once  to  the  same  conclusion. 
If  anything  else  were  required,  the  way  in  which  Mr.  Merritt  seemed  to 
consider  it,  by  his  letters,  would  remove  all  doubt,  on  the  argument,  a 
great  number  of  authorities  were  cited,  on  both  sides.  I will  refer  to 
one  more,  Wightman  v.  Townroe  et  al.  (a)  where  it  was  decided,  that 
executors  were  personally  liable  as  partners,  when  they  carried  on  busi- 
ness with  the  partners  of  the  testator,  in  the  names  of  the  surviving 


(a)  1 M.  & S.  412. 
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partners,  under  the  old  firm,  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  testator’s  infant 
daughter.  The  counsel  who  contended  against  the  liability  of  the  exe- 
cutors, insisted  “ that  there  were  only  two  ways  by  which  a person  can 
he  made  liable  as  a partner ; first,  by  beneficially  participating  in  the 
profits,  in  which  case,  it  must  be  admitted,  he  will  be  liable,  although  he 
does  not  appear  to  the  world  as  a partner.  Secondly,  by  holding  him- 
self out  to  the  world  as  a partner y\^nd  then  he  will  be  liable,  although 
he  does  not  appear  to  the  world  as  a partner.”  Here  the  defendants 
participated  in  the  profits,  and  this  alone  made  them  partners  inter  se, 
and  with  all  the  world.  In  Waugh  v.  Carver  (a),  cited  in  the  argument. 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Eyre  says,  the  parties  did  not  intend  to  become 
partners,  according  to  their  agreement.  But  the  question  is,  whether  theif 
have  not  hy  parts  of  their  agreement,  constituted  themselves  partners  in 
respect  to  other  persons.  And  that  the  defendants  have  done  so,  in  this 
case,  I have  no  doubt. 

McLean,  J. — It  seems  to  me  impossible  to  read  the  agreement  referred 
to  without  discovering,  in  almost  every  part  of  it,  the  clearest  evidence 
of  partnership  between  William  Hamilton  Merritt,  George  Adams,  John 
Mittleberger,  and  Beacher  Benham.  By  it  they  are  severally  to  share  in 
the  profits  and  losses,  during  a certain  period,  and  the  joint  credit  of  all 
the  parties  was  to  be  used  to  procure  funds  to  carry  on  the  business. 
The  death  of  Merritt,  or  Mittleberger,  was  to  operate  as  a dissolution  of . 
the  connection  ; and,  in  several  parts,  the  establishment  of  a co-partner- 
ship is  expressly  recognized.  It  appears  therefore  clear  to  me,  that 
Merritt  and  Mittleberger  are  liable,  in  this  action,  as  co-partners  with 
Adams  (now  deceased)  and  Benham,  who  has  left  the  province.  As 
partners,  they  must  be  responsible  for  all  sums  due  by  the  firm  of 
J.  Mittleberger  & Co.,  though  the  debts  may  have  been  contracted  in 
business  not  precisely  within  the  scope  of  the  original  agreement.  The 
plaintiffs,  when  they  advanced  their  money  to  the  firm,  could  not  inter- 
fere with  its  application,  and  it  matters  not  to  them,  whether  it  was  used 
in  the  purchase  of  wheat,  to  be  ground  into  flour,  or  in  the  purchase  of 
American  flour,  or  other  produce,to  be  transmitted  to  them  for  sale  ^ the 
application  was  a matter  which  rested  with  the  partners  of  the  firm,  but 
their  joint  liability  could  not  be  affected  by  any  matter  of  that  kind?. 
Under  the  full  conviction  that  the  agreement  establishes  a partnership 
between  the  de  fend  ants,  I cannot,  of  course,  see  any  reason  or  grounds 
why  the  plaintiffs  should  not  retain  their  verdict,  and  enter  their  judg- 
ment for  the  whole  amount  found  to  be  in  arrear  by  the  firm  of  John 
Mittleberger  & Co. 

Judgment  for  plaintiffs. 


(a)  2 H.  B.,  246. 
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Doe  DEM.  Mill  v.  Mill. 

A person  who  makes  an  agreement  to  purchase  land  from  another,  and  enters 
into  the  possession  of  the  land,  under  the  agreement,  which  he  subsequently 
fails  to  perform,  cannot  defend  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the  heir  of 
his  vendor,  for  breach  of  agreement,  by  shewing  a title  purchased  over  his 
head  ; he  must  first  surrender  up  the  possession  taken  under  the  contract  of 
purchase. 

In  this  case,  a verdict  had  been  rendered  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
defendant  moved  to  set  it  aside  as  being  contrary  to  law  and  evidence, 
and  on  affidavits  filed.  The  case  was  this  : — One  Peter  Grant  had  a 
promise  of  a patent  from  the  government,  and,  many  years  before  it  issued, 
sold  the  land  to  Alexander  Mill,  who  was  a brother  of  the  defendant. 
The  defendant  went  upon  the  place  and  lived  many  years  on  it,  but 
never  paid  the  purchase  money  nor,  as  it  seemed,  any  part  of  it.  Alex- 
ander Mill  died,  and  in  his  last  illness,  he  told  the  defendant  that  he  had 
never  made  any  payment,  as  he  had  engaged  to  do,  and  he  must  settle 
with  his  heirs.  bTo  written  agreement  was  produced,  and  it  did  not 
appear  whether  any  precise  period  had  been  set  for  payment,  but  it  was 
certain  that  the  defendant  had  been  long  in  default.  Alexander  Mill 
. died  intestate,  leaving  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  his  son  and  heir.  No 
one  ever  administered  to  his  estate,  and  his  widow  removed  to  a family 
of  the  name  of  Hawley.  The  defendant,  inclined,  as  it  was  surmised,  by 
the  widow  and  her  husband,  to  favour  them  and  not  the  heir,  who  claime  d 
either  to  have  back  the  land  or  to  be  paid  for  it,  went  with  them  to 
Grant,  who  was  still  living,  and  to  whom  the  king’s  patent  had  issued  in 
the  mean  time,  and  prevailed  on  him  to  make  a deed  to  him  (the  defen- 
dant), on  his  paying,  or  securing  the  purchase  money  to  the  widow  and 
her  husband,  and  under  this  deed  he  claimed  to  hold  the  land,  and  set  at 
defiance  the  heir  of  the  person  from  whom  he  purchased,  or  rather,  agreed 
to  purchase,  and  who  let  him  into  possession.  There  was  evidence  that, 
in  1836,  and  before  the  patent  issued.  Grant  had  made  some  kind  of  a 
deed  to  Alexander  Mill  for  the  land,  which,  it  was  said,  was  taken  away 
by  some  one,  when  he  made  the  subsequent  deed  to  the  defendant.  There 
was  no  certain  account  given  of  the  contents  of  this  first  deed,  for  which 
reason,  the  learned  Chief  Justice  considered  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
could  not  be  permitted  to  set  up  a title  under  it,  by  estoppel,  against 
this  defendant  as  privy  in  title,  claiming  also  under  Grant,  for  an  estoppel 
required  certain  and  precise  evidence  to  support  it,  on  account  of  its 
rigorous  operation,  and  he  could  not  allow  it  to  rest  upon  uncertain  tes- 
timony of  the  language  of  a deed  not  shewn,  {a)  The  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions did  not  in  this  case  apply,  to  confirm  the  defendant’s  title,  the  heir 
being  a minor  when  the  patent  issued,  and  when  consequently  the  statute 
began  to  run,  Alexander  Mill  having  died  before.  The  jury  found  a ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff,  and 

Crawford  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  on  the  grounds  that  the 
verdict  was  contrary  to  law  and  evidence  and  the  judge’s  charge. 
Vanhoughnet  shewed  cause. 


(a)  4 M.  & W.  331. 


DOE  DEM.  PECK  V.  ROE. 
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E-obinson,  C.  J. — The  affidavits  filed  lay  no  sufficient  ground  ; they 
only  state  the  absence  of  a witness,  who  seems  to  have  staid  away 
designedly,  in  disregard  of  a subpoena  ; but  the  fact  that  she  could  have 
proved  was  not  disputed  at  the  trial,  and  her  evidence  would  have  been 
immaterial.  The  case  seems  reduced  to  the  question,  whether  the 
defendant,  who  has  clearly  the  legal  title,  could  set  it  up  against  the  heir 
of  Alexander  Mill  under  the  above  circumstances.  He  clearly  did  not 
pay  for  the  land  to  any  person  entitled  to  receive  the  money,  and  is 
therefore  no  better  for  such  payment.  Alexander  Mill,  if  he  had  lived, 
might  have  ejected  him  at  any  time,  as  one  who  had  gone  in  under  him  on 
a contract  to  purchase,  which  he  had  failed  to  perform  : his  heir,  it  would 
seem,  must  have  the  same  option.  Grant  meant  no  wrong  to  any  one, 
but  probably  supposed  he  was  merely  doing  what  was  honest,  by  the 
request  of  the  widow  and  her  husband.  If  the  defendant  had  paid  for 
the  land,  he  might  be  allowed  to  strengthen  his  title  by  taking  a deed 
from  the  original  owner,  but  can  he  be  allowed  to  buy  over  the  head  of 
the  person  (or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  the  heir)  from  whom  he  con- 
tracted to  buy  ? At  the  trial  I explained  to  the  jury  the  general  principle 
of  law,  that  a person  having  taken  possession  of  an  estate  under  another, 
whether  as  tenant  or  otherwise,  is  not  at  liberty  to  set  up  a title  derived 
under  another,  and  set  at  defiance  the  person  whose  interest  he  had 
acknowledged.  This  treacherous  dealing  the  law  discountenances,  and 
holds  that  the  party  is  bound  first  to  give  up  possession  to  the  person 
from  whom  he  obtained  it,  and  then,  having  done  this,  he  will  be  no 
further  restrained  from  advancing  any  title  that  he  may  have  acquired. 
There  are  exceptions  to  this  rule,  which  do  not  apply  to  this  case  j but  I 
was  not  confident,  at  the  trial,  that  upon  some  ground  arising  out  of  the 
facts  proved,  the  defendant  might  not  be  allowed  to  avail  himself  of  the 
deed,  which  he  had  taken  from  Grant ; and,  as  it  seemed  clear  that  he 
must  ultimately,  so  far  as  a court  of  law  is  concerned,  be  allowed  to  stand 
upon  his  actual  legal  title,  I recommended  a verdict  for  the  defendant, 
which  of  course  would  have  been  subject  to  be  moved  against  on  the 
legal  ground  I have  mentioned,  and  in  the  meantime,  the  defendant 
could  not  be  disturbed  in  his  possession.  The  jury,  however,  gave  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff ; and  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  it  was  right,  for 
that  the  defendant  is  bound  first  to  surrender  his  possession  to  the  heir  of 
the  person  from  whom  he  received  it,  on  the  faith  of  a contract  of  purchase 
which  he  has  not  fulfilled  ; and  that  he  cannot  keep  him  out  by  a title 
purchased  over  his  head. 

Eule  discharged. 

Doe  DEM.  Peck  v.  Eoe. 

Where  after  the  execution  of  a writ  of  habere  facias  possessionem,  the  tenant 
who  had  been  in  possession  moved  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  for  irregula- 
rity, and  his  rule  having  been  discharged,  immediately  forcibly  dispossessed 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  court  granted  a new  writ  of  habere,  the  first  not 
having  been  returned  by  the  sheriff,  and  ordered  that  the  defendant  should 
pay  the  cost  of  the  application  within  a month. 

This  was  a motion  on  the  part  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  for  an 
attachment  against  Abraham  Peck,  the  person  in  possession  of  the  pre- 
mises in  this  cause,  lately  recovered  by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff ; and. 
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for  a writ  of  restitution  to  place  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  again  in  pos- 
session, the  said  Abraham  Peck  having  forcibly  taken  possession  of  thes^ 
premises,  in  contempt  of  the  process  of  this  court,  after  possession  had 
been  given  by  the  sheriff  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  a writ  of 
habere  facias  possessionem,  issued  on  the  judgment  rendered  in  this 
cause  against  the  casual  ejector.  It  appeared  that  the  writ  of  Ha.  fa. 
pos.  issued  in  August,  returnable  on  the  first  day  of  the  next  term,  and 
on  the  2nd  November,  two  or  three  days  before  the  return,  the 
sheriff  executed  the  writ,  putting  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  possession. 
The  tenant  in  possession  had  moved  to  set  aside  the  judgment  against 
the  casual  ejector,  on  which  the  writ  issued,  as  irregular,  and  pending 
this  application  Abraham  Peck  did  not  interefere  with  the  occupation 
of  the  premises,  which  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  held  underthe  writ.  The 
rule  was  discharged  on  the  10  th  December;  and,  on  the  next  day,  as 
soon  probably  as  the  tenant  Abraham  Peck,  who  had  been  dispossessed 
by  the  sheriff,  got  information  that  the  court  upheld  the  judgment,  he 
en  tered  forcibly  into  the  premises,  and  expelled  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff: he  still  retains  possession.  The  writ  of  Ha.  fa.  pos.,  though 
endorsed  by  the  sheriff  with  his  return,  that  he  had  executed  it  on  the 
2nd  November,  was  not  returned  into  court  and  filed  at  the  time  of  the- 
tenant  again  getting  into  possession.  The  tenant  makes  affidavit,  assert- 
ing his  title  to  the  land,  and  swearing  that  when  he  entered  on  the  11th 
December,  the  possession  was  vacant  and  had  been  for  some  days. 

A.  Wilson,  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  cited  1 Dowl.  30  ; 2 DowL 
407  ; 9 Dowl.  971. 

J,  Duggan,  for  tenant,  cited  1.  Taunt.  55  ; 2 Dowl.  205  ; 7 Jurist  152. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  case  of  Doe  dem.  Pate  v.  Eoe,  (a)  is  relied  on 
by  the  tenant,  for  shewing  that  the  court  should  not  grant  this  remedy^ 
but  leave  the  party  to  his  action.  There,  as  here,  the  writ  of  habere 
facias  was  past  the  return,  and  had  been  executed,  but  had  not  in  fact 
been  returned  ; that  is,  no  return  had  been  filed  ; but,  in  that  case,  nearly 
two  years  had  elapsed,  which  gave  the  court  some  occasion  to  say  that 

if  they  should  grant  that  application,  then  the  plaintiff,  by  omitting  in 
other  cases  to  call  on  the  sheriff  to  make  his  return  to  the  writ  might  retain 
the  right  of  suing  out  a new  habere  facias,  as  a remedy  for  any  trespass 
which  the  same  tenant  might  commit  within  twenty  years  after  the  judg- 
ment.” They  over-ruled  there  the  old  case  of  Eatcliffe  v.  Tate,  (h)  Buthere, 
the  writ  had  been  executed  but  a short  lime,  and  it  is  evident  that  the 
tenant  was  merely  waiting  the  result  of  his  pending  application  for  setting 
aside  the  judgment,  and  obtaining  restitution  : and  as  soon  as  he  found 
that  the  court,  seeing  no  reason  to  set  aside  the  proceedings,  by  which  he 
had  been  dispossessed,  had  refused  to  restore  him,  he  took  the  remedy  into 
his  own  hands,  and  going  again  upon  the  land,  keeps  out  her  whom  the 
law  had  just  put  in.  We  ought,  in  my  opinion,  to  look  upon  this  act  just 
as  we  should  if  it  had  been  done  within  a day  or  two  after  the  sheriff  had 
executed  the  writ ; for  the  party  seems  merely  to  have  delayed  so  long  as 
he  hoped  to  have  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  his  favor ; and,  when  his 
expectation  failed,  he  then  immediately  proceeds  in  defiance  of  their 
judgment.  We  should  follow,  I think,  the  course  taken  in  Doe  Pitcher 


(a)  1 Taunt.  55. 


(h)  1 Keble,  779. 


HAIGHT  V.  BALLARD. 
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ir.  Roe,  (a)  and  not  make  absolute  the  rule  for  attachment,  but  direct  a 
new  writ  to  issue,  to  be  executed  in  a week,  and  the  defendant  to  pay 
the  costs  of  this  application,  within  a month.  We  do  this  because  the 
return  not  having  been  filed  in  Court,  the  writ  is  still  within  the  power 
of  the  party,  so  that  with  the  sanction  of  the  court  he  may  have  a new 
writ  on  the  suggestion  of  vice  comes  non  mist  breve,  the  first  writ  hav- 
ing been  rendered  abortive  by  the  act  of  the  party.  Doe  dem  Lloyd  v. 
Roe,  closely  resembled  the  present  case  in  its  circumstances,  and  the 
nourt  granted  a rule  nisi,  which  I infer  from  the  statement  of  the  case  in 
the  margin,  and  the  subsequent  notice  of  it  in  Harrison's  Digest,  was 
made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute  for  a new  writ  of  habere  facias  posses- 
sionem ; to  be  executed  within  a week  ; and  Abraham 
Peck  to  pay  the  costs  of  this  application  within  a month. 


HAIGHT  V.  BALLARD. 

In  an  action  against  a magistrate  for  an  act  done  in  his  magisterial  character,  it 
is  sufiicient  if  it  appear  by  the  nisi  prius  record  that  a month  had  elapsed  be- 
tween the  service  of  notice  and  the  filing  of  the  declaration,  and  if  the  writ  was 
really  sued  out  before  the  month  expired,  it  must  be  shewn  by  the  defend- 
ant. 

The  plaintiff  sues  in  trespass  for  a horse.  The  general  issue  is  pleaded. 
The  defendant  is  a justice  of  the  peace,  and,  on  a complaint  made  before 
him,  charging  this  plaintiff  with  taking  the  horse  in  question  feloniously, 
the  plaintiff  was  apprehended  and  examined,  and  the  defendant,  probably, 
not  finding  a felonious  taking  proved,  discharged  the  plaintiff,  but  satisfi- 
ed, as  it  appears,  that  the  horse  was  the  property  of  the  person  from  whom 
he  was  taken,  though  the  plaintiff  disputed  his  right,  he  ordered  the 
constable,  who  still  had  the  horse  in  his  possession  under  the  warrant,  to 
give  him  up  to  the  claimant  who  had  made  the  complaint  to  him.  The 
plaintiff  did  not  pretend  to  be  himself  the  owner  of  the  horse,  but  he  had 
had  him  long  in  charge  for  another  person,  who  had  hired  him  (a  stallion) 
from  the  owner  residing  in  the  United  States,  and  he  had  a claim  for 
wages,  and  for  the  keep  of  the  horse,  (being  an  innkeeper,  and  employed 
also  in  leading  the  horse  about  the  country,)  and  he  declined  giving  him 
up  to  anyone,  till  he  was  paid  his  charge  ; and  disputed  also  the  right 
of  the  person  who  came  in  and  demanded  him  as  the  son  of  the  owner, 
now  deceased,  whom  he  said,  had  bequeathed  the  horse  to  him  in  his  will. 
He  gave  no  proof  of  this,  however,  either  to  the  plaintiff  or  upon  the  trial, 
but  having  possessed  himself  of  the  horse  by  some  contrivance,  before 
this  action  was  brought,  the  plaintiff  watched  his  opportunity  and  retook 
him ; and  it  was  for  this  taking  that  the  plaintiff  was  brought  before  the 
defendant,  upon  a charge  of  larceny.  It  appeared  to  the  learned  judge, 
that  trespass  was  not  the  proper  remedy  under  the  circumstances,  because 
the  act  complained  of  was  neither  any  injury  to  the  horse,  nor  a taking 
of  him  for  the  plaintiff’s  possession,  but  an  order  to  the  constable,  who 
had  him  in  custody,  not  as  plaintiff’s  servant,  to  deliver  him  t-o  a third 


(a)  9 Dow.  971. 
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party  ; but  no  objection  of  the  kind  was  taken  at  the  trial.  The  horse- 
was  sworn  to  be  worth  about  lOOZ.,  and  the  jury  gave  25Z.  damages,, 
for  the  injury  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  by  having  the  horse  taken  from 
him,  without  right,  so  far  as  appeared;  or  rather,  given  over  to  a stranger 
by  the  defendant’s  order.  Notice  of  action  has  been  served  on  the  defend- 
ant, as  a magistrate,  under  the  statute  24  Geo.  II.  The  plaintiff  gave  no 
evidence  of  the  actual  time  of  commencing  the  action,  by  proof  of  the 
writ,  but  relied  on  the  record,  which  shewed  no  date  earlier  than  the 
29th  August,  and  that  was  more  than  a month  after  the  notice  had  been 
served.  The  defendant  objected,  that  in  order  to  shew  conclusively 
that  the  action  was  not  brought  till  after  the  month’s  notice  had  expired, 
he  should  have  proved  when  the  action  was  really  commenced;  and  leave 
was  reserved  to  him  to  move,  on  this  point  for  a nonsuit. 

A.  Wilson  moved  for  a nonsuit  on  this  ground,  or  for  a new  trial  on 
the  law  and  evidence. 

Crawford  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — I am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  in  Webb  v.  Prit“ 
chett,  (a)  is  applicable,  at  the  present  day,  to  our  proceedings  here,  and 
decides  this  case.  If  the  action  was  in  fact  commenced  earlier,  the  de- 
fendant should  have  shewn  that  fact,  in  order  to  establish  that  he  had 
not  had  a month’s  notice,  as  the  act  requires.  The  default  of  any  such 
proof,  we  must  take  the  earliest  date  on  the  record  as  evidence  of  the 
time  of  instituting  the  suit.  It  was  always  so  received  in  England,  even 
in  the  Common  Pleas,  where  it  was  well  known  that,  by  the  practice  in 
making  up  the  record,  it  was  in  fact  dated  at  the  time  of  issue  joined.  It 
may  be  said  here,  that  as  the  29  th  August  was  after  term,  the  action 
must  have  been  commenced  before,  or  there  would  have  been  no  day  in 
banc,  which  cannot  be  by  the  practice.  But  the  conclusion  is  not  cer- 
tain, because  the  defendant  may  have  agreed  to  accept  a declaration,^ 
dispensing  with  process.  With  respect  to  the  verdict  being  against 
evidence,  in  regard  to  the  right  to  damages,  I think  there  is  no  objection 
on  that  score.  In  such  cases,  either  tUe  bailee,  or  the  owner,  may  sue 
and  recover  damages,  even  to  the  value  of  the  goods,  but  the  recovery  of 
one  bars  any  remedy  by  the  other.  Here  the  sum  given  was  not  the 
value  of  the  horse,  as  proved  by  the  evidence,  but  was  intended  to  com- 
pensate the  plaintiff  for  the  injury  he  had  sustained  by  losing  possession 
of  the  horse,  under  the  circumstances;  and  it  seems  not  to  have  been 
more  than  a just  compensation.  The  defendant  did  not,  even  on  this 
trial,  prove  his  legal  right  to  the  horse.  As  to  the  cause  of  action,  no 
doubt  the  defendant  erred  in  taking  upon  himself  to  deliver  up  the  horse 
to  the  person  who  seized  on  the  warrant ; he  had  no  right  summarily  to 
decide  the  question  of  property  under  such  circumstances. 

Jones,  J. — The  trespass  complained  of,  was  the  order  of  the  defendant 
to  the  constable  to  deliver  up  the  horse  in  question  to  a third  person,  the 
horse  being  at  the  time  in  the  possession  of  the  constable  under  a warrant 
to  arrest  the  plaintiff  for  larceny  in  stealing  the  horse,  and  also  to  take 
the  horse  alleged  to  have  been  stolen.  This  was  not  a trespass.  The 
action  should  have  been  on  the  case;  but  no  objection  to  the  plaintiff’s  right 


(a)  1 B.  & P.  263. 
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to  recover  was  taken  on  that  ground.  The  case  of  Webb  v.  Pritchett  (a) 
is  an  express  authority  to  shew  that  the  nisi  prius  record  is  prim  a facie 
evidence  of  the  time  when  the  action  was  commenced.  This  may  be 
contradicted  by  the  defendant’s  shewing  by  a copy  of  the.  writ  that  it  was 
really  commenced  before  the  expiration  of  the  month.  Prom  all  that 
appeared  at  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the 
horse ; the  measure  of  damages  was  the  value  of  the  horse,  if  the  jury 
ehose  to  give  it ; the  plaintiff  being  answerable  for  his  value  to  the  true 
owner.  The  jury  gave  25Z.  damages,  the  value  proved  was  lOOZ.  I see 
no  reason  for  disturbing  the  verdict.  Whether  the  plaintiff  had  or  had 
not  a lien  for  the  keep  of  the  horse  is  unimportant. 

McLean,  J. — As  to  the  first  ground  of  objection,  that  there  was  ne 
proof  that  the  action  had  been  commenced  after  the  expiration  of  a month 
from  the  date  of  the  notice,  I think  the  learned  judge  was  right  in  taking 
the  dale  of  the  declaration  appearing  on  the  record,  as  evidence  that  the 
action  was  commenced  after  the  expiration  of  a month  from  the  date  of 
the  notice.  Indeed  I cannot  see  that  the  plaintiff  was  called  upon  to 
prove  when  the  action  was  commenced.  He  was  bound  to  give  a month’s 
notice,  and  to  prove  that  a notice  was  given,  and,  in  the  absence  of  any 
proof  of  the  day  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  it  would  be  pre-^ 
sumed  that  the  proceeding  was  regular  \ if  otherwise,  the  fact  must  be 
within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  and  could  easily  be  proved  by 
him,  in  which  case  the  plaintiff  must  have  been  nonsuited.  On  the  other 
ground,  viz.  misdirection,  I am  rather  inclined  to  thinks  new  trial  should 
be  granted.  The  learned  judge  directed  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  the  value  of  the  horse,  if  the  jury  thought  him  entitled  to  any 
amount.  How,  as  no  trespass  appears  to  have  been  established  against 
the  defendant,  and,  from  the  evidence,  it  appears  that  an  action  on  the 
case  was  the  proper  remedy,  I think  the  jury  should  have  been  told  to 
find  for  the  defendant,  and  that,  in  this  respect,  1 think  there  has  been 
misdirection.  There  seems  to  be,  however  no  doubt  that,  in  another 
form  of  action,  the  same  or  perhaps  a greater  amount  of  damages  might 
be  recovered ; and,  in  such  cases,  it  is  not  unusual  to  refuse  a new  trial, 
even  if  there  may  have  been  a slight  misdirection  on  the  part  of  the 
learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause.  In  this  case,  however,  my  impression 
is  there  ought  to  be  a new  trial,  leaving  the  plaintiff  to  pursue  his  proper 
remedy  if  he  shall  think  fit. 

Eule  discharged  (McLian,  J.  dissenting). 


Doe  DEM.  Mathewson  V.  Ault. 

Where  the  defendant  in  ejectment  defended  as  the  landlord  of  the  tenant  in 
possession,  and  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  proved  a mortgage  in  fee  from  the 
tenant  to  himself,  but  did  not  further  shew  the  tenant’s  title  to  the  land,  and 
established  no  privity  between  the  defendant  and  himself,  and  the  defendant 
having  shewn  title  paramount  in  himself  to  the  land.  Held,  that  he  was 
entitled  to  recover. 

Ejectment.  The  defendat  was  admitted  to  defend  as  landlord.  The 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  made  title  under  a mortgage  made  by  one  Brouse, 
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but  what  title  Brouse  had  was  not  shewn.  The  defendant  deduced  a title 
to  himself  from  the  grantee  of  the  crown,  shewing  that  he  had  conveyed 
the  land  to  Michael  Ault,  of  whom  the  defendant  was  the  eldest  son  and 
heir.  It  appeared  to  the  Chief  Justice,  at  the  trial,  and  he  so  ruled,  that 
no  privity  whatever  being  shewn  between  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant,  that  is,  no  relation  that  estopped  the  defendant  from  dis- 
puting the  plaintiff’s  title,  and  the  defendant,  as  landlord  of  Brouse,  the 
tenant  in  possession,  being  clearlj”  not  bound  by  any  act  of  his  tenant,  or 
by  any  act  of  Brouse’s,  if  Brouse  might  be  taken  not  to  have  been  his 
tenant,  and  defending  a title  wholly  independent  of  that  of  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff,  whether  as  owner  or  landlord,  he  thought  he  wss  not 
relieved,  upon  any  principle,  from  shewing  a good  legal  title.  The 
defendant  (possibly  on  behalf  of  Brouse,  though  no  privity  or  understand- 
ing between  them  was  shewn,)  endeavoured  to  make  out  that  the  mort- 
gage was  given  upon  an  usurious  consideration,  but  though  he  shewed  that 
it  was  given  to  secure  a debt,  and  that  a larger  debt  than  was  actually 
due  was  named  in  it,  yet  that  circumstance  was  so  explained  as  to  shew 
clearly  that  it  was  no  contrivance  to  cover  usury.  Upon  the  ground  that 
the  plaintiff  shewed  no  title  in  Brouse,  and  consequently,  no  right  to  make 
the  mortgage,  while  the  defendant  had  shewn  a good  legal  title  derived 
therein  from  the  grantee  of  the  crown,  a verdict  was  found  for  the 
defendant. 

Crawford  moved  for  a new  trial,  the  verdict  being  contrary  to  law  and 
evidence,  and  for  misdirection, 

Vanhouglinet  shewed  cause. — Brouse  is  not  shewn  to  have  entered 
under  either  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant,  although  the  fact 
that  the  defendant  defends  as  his  landlord  might  prima  facie  perhaps 
establish  such  a relation  between  them.  Doe  Knight  v.  Smith,  (a)  will 
no  doubt  be  strongly  relied  on  by  the  other  side,  but  that  case  was  not 
like  this,  nor  does  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  the  defendant  here  on 
the  least  interfere  with  the  law  laid  down  in  that  case,  that  the  tenant 
shall  not  be  allowed  to  dispute  his  landlord’s  title.  But  here  Mathewson 
gave  no  possession  to  Brouse,  and  the  rule  does  not  apply.  It  is  true 
that  Brouse  mortgaged  to  Mathewson,  but  that  established  no  privity 
between  them  as  tenant  and  landlord,  and,  in  the  absence  of  that  privity 
there  can  be  nothing  to  prevent  Ault  establishing  a title  in  himself. 
Whatever  may  be  the  situation  of  Brouse  in  the  matter,  Ault  cannot  be 
prejudiced  by  his  act;  it  cannot  be  allowed  that  the  landlord  should  be 
deprived  of  his  rights  by  the  act  of  his  tenant;  and  if  effect  were  given  to 
this  mortgage  against  Ault,  there  would  be  nothing  in  any  case  to  pre- 
vent the  tenant  from  destroying  his  landlord’s  right  of  possession  by  col- 
lusion with  some  third  party. 

Crawford,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  defendant  has  only  been  able 
to  defend  in  this  action  by  a species  of  fraud ; for  all  that  appears,  he  is 
an  entire  stranger  to  Brouse,  and  his  title  must  be  presumed  to  be  adverse ; 
and  if  so  he  could  not  defend  as  landlord,  Brouse  is  the  mortgagor  of 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  under  the  covenant  to  retain  possession  until 
default  made  in  payment  of  the  mortgage  money,  is  to  be  considered  as 
tenant  for  years  to  Mathewson,  and  after  default,  as  tenant  at  sufferance ; 


(a)  4 M.  & Sel.  347. 
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but  in  either  case  he  is  tenant,  and  the  rule  that  the  tenant  shall  not  be 
allowed  to  dispute  his  landlord’s  title,  must  apply.  On  the  evidence  that 
was  given  ip  this  case,  the  court  would  never  have  allowed  Ault  to  defend 
as  landlord,  and  the  authorities  shew  that  the  court  will  not  allow  any 
one  to  defend  as  landlord,  unless  there  is  rent  between  the  parties,  (a) 
The  defendant  ought  not  therefore  to  be  allowed  to  come  in  between  the 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  by  a pretended  title  as  landlord,  which  the 
court  would  never  have  allowed  him  to  set  up,  had  application  been  made 
for  leave  for  him  to  defend. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  difficulty  in  this  case,  if  there  be  any,  has  arisen 
from  the  practice  which  has  prevailed  in  this  court,  ever  since  we  have  had 
any  knowledge  of  its  proceedings,  of  admitting  a person  to  defend  as  land- 
lord upon  a motion  as  of  course  ; without  proof  of  his  being  landlord,  or 
of  any  relation  whatever  between  him  and  the  tenant,  and  without 
requiring  that  the  tenant  should  be  defendant  with  him,  if  he  should  be 
willing.  The  consequence  is,  that  it  does  not  in  fact  appear  what  right 
A.ult  had  to  be  made  defendant.  It  was  not  shewn,  however,  at  the 
trial,  and  is  not  shewn  now,  that  he  is  not  the  landlord,  or  that  Brouse  is 
not  holding  in  privity  with  him ; we  have  no  right,  therefore,  to  assume 
that  he  is  not.  If  he  had  no  claim  to  be  made  defendant  in  this  eject- 
ment, the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  moved  to  set  aside  the  rule  admitting 
him  to  defend  \ but  going  to  trial  upon  it,  and  shewing  nothing  to  impeach 
the  title  of  Ault  to  be  admitted  to  defend,  we  must  look  upon  him  as  he 
stands  upon  the  record,  that  is,  coming  in  as  landlord  to  defend  his  title 
and  defeat  an  attempt  of  a third  party  to  possess  himself  of  his  estate. 
Taking  him,  then,  to  be  landlord,  why  should  he  not  be  able  to  shew  his 
title  against  a person  who  is  a stranger  to  him,  though  not  a stranger  to 
his  tenant,  as  between  him  and  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  there  is  no  privity 
in  deed  or  estate  that  should  estop  him.  He  does  not  claim  under  his 
tenant,  who,  no  doubt,  is  estopped  j his  title  as  landlord  is  paramount,  and 
there  is  nothing  before  us  to  shew  that  his  title  is  inconsistent  with  the 
possession  of  the  tenant.  Doe  dem.  Knight  v.  Smythe,  if>)  was  cited  in 
the  argument,  but  the  court  there  speaks  of  the  tenant  having  put  a 
stranger  in,  as  if  to  the  prejudice  of  the  person  from  whom  he  had 
received  possession : but  there  is  nothing  of  the  kind  in  this  case  ; Brouse 
did  not  go  into  possession  under  this  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  that  is,  he  did 
not  receive  possession  from  him ; and  there  is  no  ground,  therefore,  in 
applying  to  this  case  those  authorities  which  decide  that  a tenant  must 
surrender  possession  into  his  hands  from  whom  he  received  it.  The  case 
of  Cornish  v.  Searell,  (c)  shews  the  distinction  which  it  is  reasonable  to 
take  in  this  respect.  Brouse,  being  in  possession,  as  we  are  left  to  sup- 
pose, under  Ault,  mortgages  in  fee  to  Matthewson,  who  has  never  been  in 
possession  otherwise  than  in  contemplation  of  law  through  the  mortgage, 
and  surely  the  owner  of  the  estate,  who  is  no  party  to  that  mortgage,  can 
dispute  the  title  claimed  under  it.  If  A.  were  to  let  a house  to  B.,  to 
hold  by  the  month,  and  B.  should  dishonestly  sell  it,  or  mortgage  it  in  fee 
to  C.,  that  would  in  fact  dissolve  the  tenancy  ; as  against  C.  bringing  an 
ejectment,  B.  could  set  up  no  defence,  being  estopped  by  his  deed  ; {d) 
but  why  may  not  his  late  landlord,  under  whom  he  holds  in  fact  posses- 

(a)  Barnes,  193.  (^))  4 M.&S.  367.  (c)  8 B.&C.  474.  (c?)  4 Ad.&Eli.  784. 
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sion,  interpose  and  defend  in  his  own  name,  and  prevent  C.  from  getting 
into  possession.  There  would  he  no  estoppel  as  between  A.  and  C.;  and 
not  claiming  under  his  tenant,  but  by  title  paramount,  A.  cannot  be  bound 
by  his  acts.(tt)  1 Dowling  and  Lowndes,  470,  seems  in  accordance  with 
the  view  taken  by  us  of  this  case,  and  as  Ault  has  been  admitted  to  defend 
as  landlord,  and  has  shewn  a perfect  title,  not  inconsistent  with  the  pos- 
session of  Brouse,  and  it  has  been  nowhere  shewn  that  he  is  not  landlord, 
I am  of  opinion  that  his  title  must  prevail. 

Jones,  J. — The  question  is,  whether  a defendant,  permitted  to  defend 
as  landlord,  can  set  up  a title  in  himself  inconsistent  with  the  title  and 
possession  of  the  tenant,  on  whom  the  declaration  in  ejectment  was  served, 
and  in  whose  stead  he  was  made  defendant,  the  tenant  not  having  entered 
under  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  under 
a mortgage  from  one  Brouse.  He  proved  the  mortgage  and  the  poses- 
sion  of  Brouse  at  the  time  it  was  executed.  The  defendant  proved  title 
in  himself.  Ho  privity  between  the  tenant,  the  mortgagor  and  tlie 
defendant,  wms  shewn,  and  the  jury,  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  Jus- 
tice, found  a verdict  for  the  defendant.  Before  statute  11  Geo.  II.  ch. 
19,  a landlord  was  permitted  to  defend  with  his  tenant,  to  prevent  a 
recovery  to  his  prejudice,  by  collusion  between  the  tenant  and  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff ; and  Lord  Mansfield  says  in  Fairclaim  v.  Shamtitle,  (?;) 
that  the  act  was  passed  to  enforce  a right  practice  in  this  respect ; and, 
further,  to  permit  the  landlord  to  be  made  defendant  in  the  place  of  the 
tenant  when  he  refused  to  defend,  this  having  been,  in  some  instances, 
refused  by  the  court.  The  definition  of  the  term  landlord  being  ^‘He  of 
whom  lands  or  tenements  are  holden,”  difficulties  arose  as  to  Avhat  interest 
a person  should  have  to  entitle  him  to  defend  with  the  tenant,  or  alone, 
upon  his  refusal  to  defend.  In  Doe  Leak  et  al.  v.  Roe,  (c)  a person, 
claiming  title  under  a will,  was  not  permitted  to  be  made  defendant  in 
order  to  dispute  the  title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claiming  under 
another  will  of  the  same  devisor ; and  in  Doe  Goore  v.  Roe,  referred  to 
in  Fairclaim  v.  Shamtitle,  a purchaser  from  one  who  claimed  as  heir  at 
law  to  the  reversioner  having  been  admitted  to  defend,  the  rule  was  sub- 
sequently discharged.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  as  heir  at  law 
of  the  person  who  died  seized  in  fee.  But  this  principle  was  not  upheld 
by  Lord  Mansfield,  who  says, in  the  case  of  Fairclaim  v.  Shamtitle,  “There 
are  two  matters  to  be  considered  ; first,  whether  the  term  ^landlord*  ought 
not,  as  to  this  purpose,  to  extend  to  every  person  whose  title  is  connected 
to,  and  cousistent  with,  the  possession  of  the  occupier,  and  divested,  or 
disturbed,by  any  claim  adverse  to  such  possession, as  in  case  of  remainders, 
or  reversions,  expectant  upon  particular  estates  ; secondly,  whether  it 
does  not  extend,  as  between  two  persons  claiming  to  be  landlords  dejure, 
in  right  of  representation  to  a landlord  de  facto,  so  as  to  prevent  either 
from  recovering  b}'-  collusion  with  the  occupier,  without  a fair  trial  with 
the  other,”  Lord  Mansfield  further  says,  “Where  a person  claims  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  title  of  the  tenant  in  possession,  he  can  in  no  light  be  con- 
sidered as  landlord.”  In  that  case,  the  lord  claiming  by  escheat  for  want 
of  an  heir,  was  permitted  to  defend  against  a person  claiming  to  be  heir. 


{a)  Adams,  on  Eject.  260. 
('•)  Bmu's,  193. 


(h)  Burr.  1290, 
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But  in  Lovelock  ex  dem.  Norris  v.  Doncaster,  {a)  a cestuique  trust  was 
not  allowed  to  defend,  and  Lord  Ken3’’on  does  not  admit  the  case  of 
Fairclaim  v.  Shamtitle,  to  be  an  authority,  because  he  says  “ the  lord  by 
escheat  appears  to  have  been  admitted  by  consent.”  He  further  says, 
“ If  a person  requiring  to  be  made  a defendant  under  the  act  had  stood  in 
the  situation  of  immediate  heir  to  the  person  last  seized,  or  had  been  in 
the  relation  of  remainder-man,  under  the  same  title  as  the  original  land- 
lord, I am  of  opinion  that  he  might  have  been  permitted  to  defend  as  a 
landlord,  by  virtue  of  the  directions  of  the  statute ; but  here  the  very 
question  in  dispute  between  the  adverse  party  and  himself  is,  whether  he 
is  entitled  to  be  landlord  or  not ; and  therefore,  we  are  not  authorised  to 
extend  the  provision  of  the  statute  to  such  a case  as  this.”  By  the  prac- 
tice of  the  courts,  in  England,  a landlord  is  not  admitted  to  be  made  a 
co-defendant  with  the  tenant,  or  to  defend  in  his  stead,  without  an  affi- 
davit shewing  the  relation  in  which  he  stands  towards  the  tenant,  and 
Mr.  Adams,  in  his  treatise  on  ejectment,  (&)  says,  ‘‘  that  if  a party  should 
be  admitted  to  defend  as  landlord,  whose  title  is  inconsistent  with  tho 
possession  of  the  tenant,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  may  apply  to  the- 
court,  or  to  a judge  at  Chambers,  and  have  the  rule  discharged  with  costs. 
If  however,  he  neglect  to  do  so,  and  the  party  continue  upon  the  record 
as  defendant,  such  party  will  not  be  allowed  to  set  up  such  inconsistent 
title  as  a defence  at  the  trial.”  And  for  this  he  cites  the  case  of  Doe 
Knight  V.  Lady  ISmythe,  (c)  relied  upon  by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in 
argument  in  this  case.  It  is  quite  certain  that  if  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
had  applied  to  the  court  to  discharge  the  consent  rule  by  which  the 
defendant  was  permitted  to  defend  as  landlord,  showing  that  no  privitv 
existed  between  him  and  Brouse,  that  he  had  sold  to  Brouse  and  conveyed 
the  land  to  him,  and  was  now  colluding  with  him  to  defeat  the  claim  of 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  rule  would  have  been  discharged  ; or,  if 
these  facts  had  "been  shown  upon  the  trial  he  would  not  have  had  a ver- 
dict under  the  authority  of  Doe  Knight  v.  Smythe.  At  the  trial,  the 
defendant  admitted  to  defend  shewed  a title  in  himself ; the  presumption 
was,  in  the  absence  of  all  testimony  to  the  contrary,  that  he  was,  in  fact, 
the  landlord  of  Brouse,  as  admitted  in  the  consent  rule  ; in  opposition  to 
this,  it  was  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  shew  a better  title;  not  having 
done  so,  the  defendant  had  a verdict,  and  properly.  W e have  nothing 
now  before  us  to  show  that  any  injustice  has  been  done  the  lessor  o X the 
plaintiff,  nor  to  rebut  the  presumption  that  the  defendant  leased  the 
premises  to  Brouse,  who  took  upon  himself  to  mortgage  them  in  fee  to 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  without  any  right  to  do  so.  If,  as  suggested  ^ 
Ault  had  in  fact  conveyed  the  premises  to  Brouse,  this  may  be  shewn  in 
another  action  by  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  against  Ault.  In  the  case 
Doe  dem.  Fellows  et  al.  v.  Alford,  {d)  a person  admitted  to  defend  as 
landlord,  was  allowed  to  succeed,  on  shewing  that  a third  party  was 
tenant  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  there  appearing  to  be  no  privity 
between  the  tenant  and  the  defendant ; the  court  observing,  It  is  evi- 
dent, from  the  facts  proved,  that  Alford  meant  to  defend  as  owner,  and 
not  as  landlord.  The  word  ‘ landlord  ’ has  been  inserted  by  mistake,  in  the 


(a)  7 T.  K.  783. 

(c)  4 M.  & S.  447. 


(b)  Page  260, 

(d)  1 Dowl.  & Down.  470. 
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consent  rule,  and  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage.”  If  this  case  is  cor- 
rectly reported,  it  goes  to  establish  that  a stranger  to  the  tenant  may  be 
permitted  to  defend  against  the  title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  which 
I see  no  authority  elsewhere.  From  all  the  authorities  to  which  I have 
had  recourse,  it  appears  to  me,  that  a person  ought  not  to  be  permitted 
to  defend  as  landlord  whose  title  is  not  connected  to,  and  consistent  with, 
the  possession  of  the  occupier,  without  the  consent  of  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  trying  an  adverse  title  ! A landlord  in  fact 
should  always  be  permitted  to  be  made  a co-defendant  with  the  tenant, 
to  protect  his  title,  and  to  defend  instead  of  the  tenant  when  he  refuses 
to  defend ; and,  in  such  case,  the  landlord,  by  shewing  a title  in  himself, 
would  defeat  the  action,  and  so  would  the  same  evidence  on  the  part  of 
the  tenant  defending  alone ; and  when  it  is  said  that  a landlord  can  only 
make  the  same  defence  which  would  be  made  by  the  tenant,  it  must  be 
intended  to  apply  to  cases  where  the  tenant  has  been  let  into  possession 
by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  It  could  never  be  intended  as  applicable 
to  a case  where  a tenant,  let  into  possession  by  the  landlord  who  defends 
with  the  tenant  or  alone,  resists  a recovery  by  a lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
who  claims  under  a title  from  the  tenant ; and  this  being  apparently  the 
case  in  the  cause  under  consideration,  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

McLean,  J. — I cannot  see  how  the  verdict  can  be  said  to  be  contrary 
to  law  or  evidence,  as  the  defendant  proved  such  title  in  himself  as  must 
necessarily  defeat  the  plaintiff's  recovery.  There  being  no  privity  between 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  it  was  incumbent  on  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  a good  right  in  himself  to  enable  him  to  recover.  He 
proved  a prima  facie  case,  but  that  case  was  destroyed  by  the  testimony 
in  behalf  of  the  defendant,  and  it  was  not  shown  that  the  title  of  Brouse, 
under  whom  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed,  had  ever  been  acknowledged 
by  Ault,  or  that  he  held  under  him.  This  case  differs  therefore  from  Doe 
ex  dem.  Knight  v.  Lady  Smythe,  (a)  in  which  it  was  shewn  that  she  had 
obtained  possession  from  the  tenant  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  it 
was  therefore  adjudged,  that  she  could  stand  in  no  better  position  than 
the  tenant.  It  appears  to  me  that,  in  all  cases  where  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  claim  under  wholly  independent  titles,  and  no 
privity  whatever  exists  between  them,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  must 
prove  a strictly  legal  title  to  enable  him  to  recover  ; and,  as  he  has  failed 
to  do  so  in  this  instance,  I think  the  direction  to  the  jury  was  right,  and 
that  the  verdict  fer  the  defendant  cannot  be  disturbed.  The  defendant 
in  this  case  should  not  have  been  admitted  to  defend  as  landlord,  without 
an  affidavit  to  show  that  he  was  entitled  to  hold  that  position ; but, 
having  been  admitted  in  that  capacity,  the  proof  which  he  adduced  at  the 
trial  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  claim  set  up  as  landlord.  There  was 
no  evidence  to  shew  that  he  was  not  landlord,  and  sufficient  proof  having 
been  adduced  to  defeat  the  plaintiff’s  right  to  recover,  I do  not  think 
that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  go  farther. 


Rule  discharged. 


(a)  4 M.  & S.  447. 
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Euttan  V.  Eobertson. 

Where  after  issue  joined  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  settled  the  action  upon  con- 
dition of  the  defendant  paying  the  costs  incurred,  and  they  were  stated  at  a 
certain  sum  by  the  plaintiffs  attorney,  for  which  the  defendant  gave  his  note 
payable  before  the  assizes,  and  on  the  first  day  of  the  assizes,  the  defendant’s 
' agent  tendered  the  amount,  reserving  to  himself  the  right  of  taxation  after- 
wards, and  the  plaintiffs  attorney  refused  to  receive  the  money,  except 
unconditionally,  and  the  agent  afterwards  tendered  it  unconditionally,  but  it 
was  then  refused,  because  additional  expense  had  been  incurred,  and  the 
plaintiff’s  attorney  took  a verdict  for  nominal  damages,  the  court  set  the 
verdict  aside  on  payment  of  the  sum  originally  agreed  upon,  and  made  the 
plaintiffs  attorney  pay  the  costs  of  the  application. 

Blake,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  obtained  a rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  verdict  rendered  in  this  action  should  not  be  set  aside  upon  payment 
into  court  of  the  sum  of  6h  bs.,  the  trial  having  been  proceeded  with  con- 
trary to  good  faith,  with  the  costs  of  application.  It  appeared  that  before 
the  assizes  and  after  notice  of  trial,  the  defendant,  an  attorney  of  the 
court,  had  settled  with  the  plaintiff,  and  applied  to  his  attorney  for  his 
bill  of  costs  : it  amounted,  as  rendered,  to  7Z.  13s.  3tZ.,  but  was  reduced 
between  the  parties  to  6Z.  5s  , for  which  sum  the  defendant  gave  his  note, 
to  be  paid  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  the  assizes.  The  day  before  the 
assizes  the  agent  of  the  defendant  tendered  to  the  plaintiff’s  attorney  the 
6?.  5s.  under  protest,  meaning  thereby  (as  w^as  understood)  that  he 
reserved  the  right  of  having  the  bill  taxed.  The  plaintiff’s  attorney 
refused  to  receive  it  except  as  a final  settlement  of  the  matter.  In  the 
afternoon  of  the  assize  day,  the  agent  tendered  the  6Z.  5s.  unconditional!}'', 
which  the  plaintiff’s  attorney  again  refused,  alleging  that  additional  costs 
had  accrued  by  the  entry  of  the  record.  Nothing  more  passed  between 
the  parties,  and  on  the  third  day  of  the  assizes  a verdict  was  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  with  nominal  damages. 

J.  L.  Pohmson  shewed  cause  against  the  rule. 

Jones,  J. — We  think  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  accept  the  6?.  5s  when 
tendered,  even  under  protest.  He  could  not  with  reason  object  to  the 
taxation  of  his  bill,  and  if, upon  taxation,  one-sixth  had  not  been  deducted, 
the  expense  attending  the  taxation  would  have  fallen  upon  the  defendant. 
We  think,  also,  that  the  defendant  had  the  w’hole  of  the  day,  from  the 
opening  of  the  assizes,  to  pay  the  6Z.  5s.,  that  is,  up  to  the  time  at  which 
the  plaintiff  was  compelled  by  the  rule  of  court  to  enter  his  record,  which 
was,  according  to  the  practice,  in  the  evening.  There  would  have  been  no 
occasion  for  this  proceeding  if  there  had  been  that  feeling  between  the 
attorneys  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant, which  ought  to  govern  gentle- 
men in  their  professional  intercourse  with  each  other. 

Eo&inson,  C.  j.,  gave  no  judgment. 

Eule  absolute  as  prayed. 

Bell  v.  Graham  bt  al. 

Where  there  were  several  plaintiffs  and  defendants  in  a cause,  and  one  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  one  of  the  defendants  died,  and  their  deaths  were  suggested  on 
the  record,  but  notice  of  trial  was  given  in  the  names  of  all  the  parties,  as  if 
they  had  been  living,  but  the  defendant’s  attorney  did  not  return  the  notice, 
nor  express  any  intention  of  moving  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  for  the 
irregularity,  the  court  refused  to  interfere  to  set  aside  the  verdict. 

Thi^  action  was  commenced  by  John  Bell  and  William  Bell,  plaintiffs, 
against  John  Powell, late  sheriff  of  the  district  of  Bathurst,  and  Adams  and 
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Graham,  defendants.  William  Bell, one  of  the  plaintiffs, and  John  Powell, 
one  of  the  defendants,  died  after  the  cause  was  at  issue,  and  before  notice 
of  trial  was  served  ; nevertheless,  the  plaintiff’s  attorney  inadvertently 
served  a notice  of  trial  on  the  defendant’s  attorney,  entitled  in  the  names 
of  all  the  plaintiffs  and  defendants,  though  the  deaths  of  the  two  had  been 
suggested  on  the  record.  The  defendant's  attorney  retained  the  notice 
of  trial,  and  gave  no  notice  of  the  irregularity,  or  of  his  intention  to  object, 
but  allowed  the  cause  to  proceed,  not  making  any  defence  at  the  assizes. 
The  plaintiff  recovered  a verdict  for  23Z.  7s.  6d. 

A.  Wilson,  for  the  defendants,  moved  to  set  it  aside,  on  account  of  the 
mistake  in  the  notice  ; he  moved,  further,that  all  proceedings  in  the  cause 
be  stayed,  until  the  plaintiffs  have  first  sought  their  remedy  by  action 
against  the  personal  representatives  of  the  deceased  sheriff,  on  the  ground 
that  our  statute  3 Will.  lY.  ch.  8,  secures  to  the  sheriff’s  sureties  the 
advantage  that  recourse  shall  first  be  had  upon  the  property  of  the  sheriff, 
before  they  can  be  made  liable  on  account  of  his  defaults. 

Brough  shewed  cause.  The  defendants  were  not  misled  by  the  notice 
of  trial  that  was  given,  and  the  court  will  not  interfere  under  the  circum- 
stances. The  defendants  did  not  return  the  notice  of  trial  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, nor  give  any  notice  of  an  intention  to  move  to  set  aside  the  proceed- 
ings for  irregularity ; and  after  lying  by  in  the  manner  in  which  they  have 
done,  the  court  will  not  now  relieve  them.  On  the  other  point,  it  is  clear 
that  the  statute  3 Will.  lY.  ch.  8,  never  contemplated  any  proceeding  of 
the  kind  suggested  by  the  defendants. 

A.  Wilson,  in  support  of  the  rule.  There  is  no  notice  of  trial  in  this 
oause,  and  the  verdict  rendered  for  the  plaintiffs  is  therefore  a nullity. 
In  general,  where  the  proceedings  are  irregular,  there  must  be  a notice  of 
an  intention  to  move  against  the  irregularity,  or  the  subsequent  notice  to 
set  aside  the  proceedings  will  fail.  But  that  rule  applies  only  to  irregu- 
larities, and  not  to  nullities ; and  as  this  proceeding  is  a nullity,  the 
defendants  are  entitled  to  succeed.  The  other  point  is  a question  upon 
the  construction  of  the  statute,  and  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  and  if 
the  court  can  carry  out  that  part  of  the  statute  that  requires  the  sheriff 
to  be  joined  in  proceedings  against  his  sureties,  by  compelling  proceed- 
ings against  his  estate  after  his  death,  before  his  sureties  can  be  called 
upon  to  pay,  they  will  place  a highly  beneficial  construction  upon  the 
statute. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — I am  of  opinion  that  we  can  make  neither  part  of 
this  rule  absolute.  The  defendants  have  not  sworn  that  they  were  mis- 
led by  the  notice.  It  is  quite  obvious  they  could  not  be ; then,  as  they 
chose  to  lie  by,  giving  no  notice  of  the  objection,  and  have  made  no  affi- 
davit that  they  have  any  defence  on  the  merits,  it  would  be  contrary  to 
the  practice,  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  under  such  circumstances.  I do  not 
feel  that  we  have  any  authority,  under  the  statute  3 Will.  lY.  ch.  8,  to 
make  a rule  staying  proceedings,  as  prayed  for  by  the  defendants ; and  we 
have  given  the  reasons  for  this  opinion,  in  the  case  of  Morris  et  al.  v. 
these  same  defendants.  It  is  sworn  in  the  case  that  the  sheriff  died 
without  leaving  any  property,  real  or  personal,  and  that  no  one  has  admin- 
istered to  his  estate. 

Jones,  J.— This  is  an  application  to  sot  aside  the  notice  of  trial,  for 
irregularity  ; or  to  stay  proceedings  upon  the  grounds  stated  in  the  case 
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of  Morris  et  al.  v.  Graham  et  al.  The  judgment  in  that  case  disposes  of 
the  latter  part  of  this  rule.  With  respect  to  the  first  part,  I think  that 
the  defendants  could  not  have  been  misled  by  the  notice;  there  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  any  other  action  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  a party 
against  the  defendants ; it  is  not  alleged  that  they  were  misled,  nor  that 
they  had  any  defence  to  the  action.  If  they  had  returned  the  notice  to  the 
plaintiff’s  attorney,  he  might  have  rectified  the  error ; and  this  they  should 
have  done,  or  given  notice  of  the  irregularity  before  the  assizes.  It  cannot 
be  permitted  that,  where  the  defendants  have  received  a notice,  which 
they  cannot  suppose  is  for  any  other  purpose  than  as  a notice  of  trial  in 
the  cause,  they  shall  lie  by,  and  allow  the  plaintiff  to  receive  costs,  and 
then  move  to  set  aside  the  notice,  when  they  have  not  been  misled,  nor 
suffered  any  injustice,  having  no  defence  to  the  action. 

Eule  discharged. 


Lambert  v.  Marsh. 

Where  a party  assumes  to  act  as  principal  in  making  a distress  for  rent,  he 
cannot  afterwards  justify  as  bailiff,  on  the  subsequent  confirmation  of  the 
party  entitled  to  the  rent. — Where  a mortgagee  received  rent  from  a tenant, 
who  had  become  such  by  lease  from  the  mortgagor  subsequent  to  the  mort- 
gage, but  afterwards  directed  the  tenant  to  pay  the  rent  to  the  mortgagor, 
which  he  accordingly  did.  Held  that  the  mortgagee  could  not  distrain  after- 
wards, as  he  had  himself  put  an  end  to  the  implied  tenancy  created  by  his 
former  receipt  of  rent. 

Keplevin.  The  defendant  avows  as  the  bailiff  of  one  John  Hugill,  for 
rent  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  him  on  a demise  of  a certain  close,  premises 
and  dwelling  house,  for  a long  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  six  years,  &c., 
under  a yearly  rent  of  22^.  10s.,  for  the  sum  of  48Z.  due  and  in  arrear. 
The  plaintiff  pleads,  non-tenuit,  no  rent  in  arrear,  and  that  the  defendant 
was  not  the  bailiff  of  Hugill;  upon  which  issue  was  joined.  At  the 
trial  a warrant  was  produced  and  proved  from  the  defendant  to  one 
Thomas  Metcalfe,  authorizing  him  to  distrain  on  the  plaintiff  for  48^., 
‘‘being  the  balance  of  rent  due  to  me,  for  the  premises  in  his  possession  up 
to  18th  October,  1843.”  It  was  also  admitted  between  the  parties  : — 
1st,  That  one  John  Montgomery  was  seized  in  fee  of  the  premises  dis- 
trained on,  on  10th  June,  1836;  2nd,  That  by  mortgage  of  that  date 
and  executed  on  that  day,  he  conveyed  the  premises  to  Hugill,  the  person 
under  whom  the  defendant  makes  cognizance;  3rd,  That  on  10th  April, 
1837,  Montgomery  leased  to  the  plaintiff  for  ten  yeare  before  the  forfei- 
ture of  the  mortgage ; 4th,  That  the  mortgage  was  forfeited  at  the  time 
of  the  distress  ; fith.  That  after  the  forfeiture  of  the  mortgage,  and  before 
the  distress,  the  plaintiff  had  paid  rent  to  the  defendant  as  agent  of 
Hugill ; 6th,  That  rent  was  due  upon  the  lease  at  the  time  of  the  distress; 
7th,  That  the  distress  was  made  under  the  warrant  produced ; 8th,  That 
Hugill  subsequently  verbally  confirmed  the  distress ; 9 th,  That  prior  to 
the  time  for  which  the  defendant  makes  cognizance  for  rent,  Hugill  told 
the  plaintiff  to  pay  his  rent  to  Montgomery,  and  some  rent  was  afterwards 
and  before  the  distress  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  Montgomery.  Upon  these 
admissions  a verdict  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  court  on  the  following  points  : — 1st,  Whether  the  lease  supports 
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the  avowry  as  stated  ; 2nd,  Whether  Hugill's  subsequent  confirmation 
sustained  the  defendant’s  distress ; 3rd,  Whether  Hugill’s  direction  to  the 
plaintiff  to  pay  the  rent  to  Montgomery,  followed  by  payment  accordingly, 
deprived  Hugill  of  the  right  of  distress. 

J.  L.  Rohimon,  for  the  plaintiff, — The  plaintiff  relies  upon  the  second 
and  third  points,  and  does  not  intend  to  support  the  first.  The  defen- 
dant in  his  avowry  assumes  to  act  as  the  bailifi'  of  Hugill,  and  relies  upon 
Hugill’s  subsequent  confirmation  of  the  distress  made  by  him,  as  support- 
ing him  in  that  position,  but  in  taking  the  distress  he  did  not  profess  to 
act  as  bailiff  j he  signed  the  warrant  as  principal,  and  there  is  no  authority 
in  the  books  to  shew,  that  in  such  a case,  the  subsequent  confirmation  of 
a party  really  entitled  will  make  the  act  good,  as  if  done  originally  by  the 
command  of  that  person.  If  the  defendant  had  assumed  to  act  as  a bailiff 
in  the  distress,  but  had  in  the  first  instance  been  employed  by  the  wrong 
person,  or  acted  without  a proper  authority  then  the  subsequent  confirma- 
tion of  the  party  really  entitled  might  be  made  available  by  him,  but  here 
he  acts  for  himself,  he  signs  the  warrant  as  landlord,  and  claims  the  rent 
as  due  to  himself,  and  it  would  be  carrying  the  principle  of  subsequent 
confirmation  to  an  unheard-of  extent,  if  it  could  make  the  distress  good 
under  such  circumstances.  But  on  the  second  poin  t,  Hugill  was  not  the 
person  entitled  at  the  time  of  the  distress ; any  right  to  the  rent  that  he 
might  have  had  at  one  time,  he  had  resigned  by  expressly  directing  that 
it  should  be  paid  to  Montgomery,  and  as  his  claim  to  the  rent  was  derived 
from  the  yearly  holding  only,  created  by  the  receipt  of  the  rent,  that  claim 
ceased  as  soon  as  he  had  directed  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  rent  to  the  per- 
son who  had  given  him  the  lease,  and  upon  the  lease  itself  no  right  of 
distress  could  be  claimed  by  Hugill.  Upon  both  points  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  judgment. 

Blake ^ for  the  defendant.  The  general  principle  cannot  be  denied,  that 
the  subsequent  confirmation  of  an  act  by  the  party  entitled  to  have 
authorized  the  act  to  be  done  originally,  will  make  that  act  as  good  as  if 
the  authority  had  been  properly  given  in  the  first  instance ; and  if  so,  the 
mere  fact  of  a party  appearing  to  act  on  his  own  behalf,  instead  of  by  the 
direction  of  another,  cannot  prevent  the  application  of  the  general  prin- 
ciple. If  Metcalfe,  who  acted  as  the  bailiff  of  the  defendant,  were  the 
defendant  in  this  suit,  the  subsequent  confirmation  of  the  distress,  by 
Hugill,  supposing  him  to  be  the  party  entitled  to  the  writ,  would  clearly 
be  good  ; and  if  good  for  him,  acting  under  Marsh’s  order,  why  should  it 
not  also  be  good  for  Marsh  ? the  principle  must  be  the  same.  The  lessee 
having  entered  on  a lease,  made  subsequently  to  the  mortgage,  the  mort- 
gagee might  eject  him  without  notice,  on  default  being  made  in  the  mort- 
gage money;  but  his  subsequent  receipt  of  rent,  created  a tenancy;  and 
gave  the  mortgageee  all  the  rights  of  a landlord.  Hugill  was  therefore  at 
one  time  entitled  to  receive  the  rents  ; and  if  so,  how  has  the  tenancy 
between  him  and  the  plaintiff  been  dissolved  % Surely  the  mere  direction 
to  the  tenant  to  pay  the  rent  to  the  mortgagor,  cannot  operate  as  a sur- 
render ; and  if  it  cannot,  then  the  tenancy  between  Hugill  and  the  plain- 
tiff was  still  subsisting,  and  Hugill  had  a right  to  make  the  distress.  Hugill 
was  therefore  the  party  entitled  to  the  rent ; and  his  subsequent  confir- 
mation of  the  act  of  the  defendant,  must  accrue  to  the  defendant’s  benefit 
on  the  principle  before  stated. 
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Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  defendant  in  this  case,  on  4th  January,  1844, 
made  his  warrant  of  distress  to  Thomas  Metcalfe,  “ as  his  bailiff,  autho- 
rising him  to  distrain  on  Joseph  Lambert  (the  plaintiff)  for  48^.  being  the 
balance  of  rent  due  to  me  for  the  premises  in  his  possession,  up  to  18^^ 
October,  1843.”  On  the  10th  January,  1838,  John  Montgomery  had 
(as  appears  by  an  indorsement  on  his  lease  to  Lambert)  assigned  to 
Hugill  all  his  right  and  interest  in  the  lease,  to  hold  the  same,  and  to  receive 
the  rents  and  ]}roiits  thereof  to  his  own  usef'  Whether  the  defendant 
Marsh,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  rent,  under  this  assignment,  or  not, 
does  not  appear  to  us ; but  it  is  clear,  from  the  warrant  in  evidence, 
that  he  did  not  distrain  for  Hugill,  and  as  his  bailiff,  but  distrained  as 
principal,  on  his  own  account,  as  for  rent  due  to  himself,  and  through 
another  person  as  his  bailif.  It  may  be  true  that  if  he  had  assumed, 
without  Hugill's  authority,  to  act  as  his  bailiff  in  Tnaking  this  distress, 
and  Hugill  had  afterwards  adopted  the  act,  that  might  have  made  it  good 
by  relation,  on  the  principle  of  Eouth  v.  Thompson,  {a)  and  other  cases 
cited  : on  the  principle  that  ‘‘  omnis  ratihabitio  retro  trahitur,  et  mandate 
priori  sequiparatur.”  But  here  Hugill  had  no  such  act  to  confirm,  for 
Marsh  did  not  in  fact  distrain  as  his  agent,  but  for  rent  due  to  himself. 
That  the  fact  of  the  defendant  “being  bailiff”  as  he  pleads,  and  so 
making  the  distress,  is  traversable,  is  now  clearly  settled,  (b)  though  there 
have  been  decisions  to  the  contrary ; the  question  then  here  is,  can  the 
defendant,  making  a distress  as  landlord  in  his  own  right,  after  the  fact, 
convert  that  into  a distress  as  bailiff  for  another,  anl  support  it  by  the 
adoption  of  that  other  person.  If  he  can,  then  we  must  conclude  that 
the  proof  of  the  adoption  of  the  distress,  by  Hugill,  entitles  the  defendant 
to  succeed  upon  the  issue,  on  the  plea  that  he  was  not  bailiff  ; otherwise 
he  must  fail  on  that  issue.  That  a person  may  do  an  act  on  one  ground, 
and  afterwards  vindicate  it  on  another,  is  a principle  recognized  in  many 
cases,  and  which  indeed  has  been  maintained  to  an  extent  not  easy  to  be 
reconciled  with  some  modern  cases,  such  as  Lucas  v.  Hockells,  (c)  in 
which  it  has  been  held  that  virtute  cujus  may  be  traversed  when  it 
involves  matter  of  fact,  though  not  when  it  involves  a mere  matter  of  law. 
These  latter  cases  certainly  seem  to  admit  that  a party  may  put  in  issue, 
as  a question  of  fact,  whether  the  defendant  did  the  act  charged  under 
the  legal  authority,  which  he  pleads  in  his  justification  ; or,  whether  he 
did  it  on  a different  pretence,  or  with  another  view.  Yet  in  the  case  of 
Dr.  Granville  v.  The  College  of  Physicians,  {d)  the  court  expressly  held 
that  a plaintiff  cannot  reply  “ that  the  defendant  arrested  him  by  some 
other  authority,  and  not  by  the  warrant  that  is  pleaded  ; and  they  say 
that  if  a man  has  a legal  and  an  illegal  warrant,  and  arrests  by  virtue  of 
the  illegal  warrant,  yet  he  may  justify  by  virtue  of  the  legal  one,  for  that 
it  is  not  what  he  declares,  but  the  authority  which  he  has,  that  is  his  justi- 
fication.” And  Lord  Holt  adds,  as  an  illustration,  “ If  one  distrain  for 
an  unjustifiable  cause,  yet  when  he  comes  to  avow,  he  need  not  insist  on 
the  cause  for  which  he  had  distrained,  but  may  justify  for  any  lawful 
cause,  as  for  rent  arrear,  though  he  distrain  for  some  other  cause  ; and 


{a)  13  East.  274.  (b)  1 Saunders  347,  c.  (note  4.) 

(c)  10  Bing.  157  ; 1 G.  & M.  58.  (d)  12  Mod.  387, 
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the  cause  for  which  the  distress,  in  truth,  wa^,  is  traversable,  but  rien 
in  arriere  is  the  proper  plea.”  In  Crowther  v.  Earnsbottom,  (a)  this 
doctrine  is  affirmed  to  the  fall  extent,  and  also,  in  Etherton  v.  Popple- 
well.  (h)  Lord  Kenyon  says,  in  the  former  case,  “I  never  understood  that 
a man  was  obliged  to  justify  a distress  for  the  cause  which  he  happened  to 
assign  at  the  time  it  was  made.  If  he  can  shew  that  he  had  a legal  justi- 
fication for  what  he  di3,  that  is  sufficient.  A man  may  distrain  for  rent, 
and  avow  for  heriot  service.”  These  cases  nevertheless,  proceed  all  upon 
the  supposition  that  the  new  ground,  which  the  defendant  can  set  up  as 
his  defence,  is  one  that  really  did  exist,  when  he  did  the  act,  in  which 
case  he  may  avail  himself  of  it;  and  one  would  think  it  reasonable  to  hold 
that  the  principle  can  be  extended  no  farther.  What  the  defendant 
seeks  do  in  this  case,  is,  to  convert  a distress  made  by  him  as  principal, 
through  a bailiff,  for  rent  claimed  to  be  due  to  himself,  into  a distress 
made  by  him  in  the  capacity  of  a bailiff  for  another  landlord,  Hugill ; 
from  whom  ho  does  not  pretend  that  he  had,  at  the  time  any  authority 
to  distrain.  This  is  carrying  the  principle  much  farther.  It  is  justifying 
an  act  declared  to  be  done  on  one  ground,  upon  a totally  different 
authority,  which  at  the  time  the  act  was  done,  the  party  did  not  possess. 
Instead  of  being  in  accordance  with  the  cases  which  I have  cited,  it  seems 
in  opposition  to  them  ; still,  the  doctrine  of  confirming,  by  relation,  an  act 
done  by  an  agent  without  authority,  but  which  the  principal  afterwards 
adopts,  has  been  carried  so  far  as  to  approach  very  near  to  this  case.  In 
Brown  v.  Storey,  (c)  a party,  having  authority  from  a landlord  to  distrain, 
proceeded  in  making  the  distress  ; just  before  he  did  so,  the  landlord 
died,  but  the  executor  on  whom  the  right  to  distrain  devolved,  confirmed 
the  act  as  done  by  his  authority,  and  such  adoption  was  held  to  make  the 
distress  good  by  relation.  The  difference  between  that  case  and  the 
present,  is  that  the  bailiff  there  did  not  act  in  the  assertion  of  a wholly 
different  right ; he  was  the  bailiff  of  the  party  holding  the  title  of  land- 
lord, and  proceeded  really  under  that  authority,  in  ignorance  that  it  was 
revoked  by  death  ; and  the  executor,  who  afterwards  adopted  it,  repre- 
sented the  person  and  the  interest  in  whose  behalf  he  had  acted.  The 
case  is  substantially  different  from  the  present ; but  whether  the  learned 
judges  who  decided  it,  would  not  have  carried  the  doctrine  of  confirma- 
tion by  adoption  as  far  as  it  would  be  necessary  to  carry  it  here,  is  more 
than  I can  say  with  confidence.  Their  language  is  very  general.  I con- 
fess it  seems  to  me  to  be  repugnant  to  reason  to  conclude  that  they 
would,  for  it  would  amount  to  this  : that  a man  claiming  to  be  entitled  to 
rent  a mere  stranger,  having  no  authority  from  the  real  landlord,  and 
pretending  none,  but  claiming  adversely  to  him,  may  make  a distress 
wholly  wrongful  and  unauthorized  at  the  time,  and  when  he  is  prosecuted 
for  the  trespass,  if  he  can  find  out  the  seal  landlord,  and  get  him  to  adopt 
his  act,  he  may  protect  himself  upon  the  principle  of  the  confirmation, 
though  the  meaning  of  confirmation  seems  inappliable  to  the  case  ; for 
surely  that  means,  in  reason,  only  this  : “ what  you  assumed  to  do  for  me, 
and  in  my  name,  I admit  you  had  my  authority  for  doing  ; ” hero  the 
landlord  could  only  say,  “ what  you  did  for  your  own  benefit,  and  in  your 


(a)  7 T.  E,  657.  (1)  1 East.  135.  (c)  1 M.  & G.  117. 
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own  name,  I admit  you  had  my  authority  for  doing.”  No  case  that  I 
have  seen,  has  carried  the  principle  quite  so  far  ; and  I should  have  diffi- 
culty in  doing  so,  unless  warranted  by  express  authority.  On  the  other 
point  of  the  case,  I am  of  opinion  the  plaintiff  is  also  entitled  to  judgment. 
When  a mortgagor  makes  a lease  after  he  has  given  the  mortgage,  it  i^ 
settled  that  the  mortgagee  can  treat  the  lessee  as  a trespasser ; that  there 
is  no  privity  of  contract  between  them,  and  that  the  mortgagee  can  neither 
bring  an  action  for  the  rent,  nor  distrain ; but  by  accepting  rent  from 
the  lessee,  he  may  create  a tenancy  from  year  to  year,  and  impliedly  in  the 
terms  of  the  lease ; and  that  it  has  been  held,  may  give  a right  to  distrain, 
dependent,  however,  on  the  circumstances  of  each  case.  Here  there 
seems,  upon  the  case  stated,  to  have  been  at  one  time,  an  acquiescence 
or  assent  of  this  kind ; but  if  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  was 
created  by  those  means  between  Hugill  and  Lambert,  it  was  dissolved, 
afterwards  by  the  same  means,  when  Hugill,  as  the  case  states,  told  Lam- 
bert to  pay  his  rent  to  Montgomery,  to  whom  the  rent  was  accordingly 
afterwards  paid  ; and  it  was  while  this  latter  state  of  things  continued,  as 
I understand  the  case,  that  the  defendant  entered  and  made  the  distress, 
really  in  his  own  behalf,  but  as  he  now  sets  up,  in  behalf  of  Hugill.  I 
consider  that  Hugill,  upon  the  facts  stated,  had  not,  at  that  time,  a right 
to  distrain,  and  therefore  the  justification,  under  him,  fails,  (a)  The  lease 
itself  was  already  in  operation,  and  created  no  contract  with  any  one, 
though  binding  by  estoppel  between  Montgomery  and  Lambert ; and  for 
any  rent  accruing  during  the  period  when  Hugill  agreed  that  Montgomery 
the  lessor,  might  receive  the  rent,  there  could  be  no  remedy  by  Hugill 
against  Lambert,  the  tenant ; none  under  the  lease  because  it  established 
no  privity  ; and  none  under  any  yearly  holding  created  by  receipt  of  rent, 
because  that  had  ceased  when  the  tenant  was  expressly  directed  to  pay 
the  rent  to  Montgomery,  his  nominal  landlord  ; or  rather  his  actual  land- 
lord, so  far  as  his  right  and  Montgomery's  alone  were  concerned,  and  to 
all  intents  his  landlord,  while  Hugill,  the  only  other  person  interested, 
assented  to  that  relation  between  them. 

Jones,  J. — I think  the  plaintiff  must  recover.  Montgomery,  after  the 
mortgage,  had  no  right  to  lease  ; but  having  done  so,  and  the  plaintiff 
having  paid  rent,  he  could  not  dispute  Montgomery’s  title.  The  subse- 
quent payment  of  rent  by  the  plaintiff  to  Hugill,  the  owner  in  fee,  made 
the  plaintiff  a tenant  of  Hugill,  liable  to  be  distrained  upon ; and  by  the 
payment  of  rent,  afterwards,  by  the  plaintiff'  to  Montgomery,  his  original 
landlord,  by  the  directions  of  Hugill,  who  required  him  to  pay  it  to  Mont- 
gomery, he  having  a right  to  the  rent,  the  plaintiff  thenceforth  again 
became  the  tenant  of  Montgomery,  and  Hugill  had  no  right  to  distrain. 

MoLean,  J.,  concurred. 

* Judgment  for  plaintiff,  (b) 

{a)  4 Ad.  & Ell,  313 ; 9 B,  &C.  245  ; Doug.  21 ; 2 B.  & Ad.  478  : Woodfall,  176. 

{d)  See  upon  the’point  relating  to  the  act  of  Marsh,  Wilson  et  al.  v.  Tumman 
ct  al.,  6 M,  & G.  236,  in  accordance  with  the  above  judgment  of  the  court. 
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McLeod  v.  Boulton. 

Where  a verdict  was  taken,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  certain 
points,  as  to  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitle  1 to  recover  substantial  or  merely 
nominal  damages,  and  there  was  a misunderstanding  between  the  counsel  for 
the  respective  parties,  as  to  the  terms  upon  which  the  verdict  was  so  taken, 
a new  trial  was  granted,  without  costs.  Semble— 'Where  a sherift  dies,  and 
after  his  death  his  deputy  returns  a writ,  with  a return  which  is  false,  the 
remedy  for  the  party  injured  by  the  return  is  against  the  sureties  given  by 
the  deputy  to  the  sheriff,  and  not  against  the  sureties  given  by  the  sheriff 
himself,  under  3 Will,  IV.  ch.  8. 

At  the  last  spring  assizes  for  the  Home  District,  a verdict  was 
tal^en  for  the  plaintiff  for  136^.  6s.  damages,  by  consent,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court  upon  the  followiug  points  : First,  Whether  the  action 
is  shewn  to  have  been  commenced,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1843  ; Secondly, 
If  then  commenced  and  properly  continued,  whether  the  plaintiff,  upon 
his  declaration,  is  entitled  to  recover  more  than  nominal  damages.  If  the 
court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  action  was  not  commenced  in  Michael- 
mas Term,  1843,  or  was  not  properly  continued,  then  the  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  to  be  set  aside,  and  a verdict  entered  for  the  defendant ; but  if  the 
court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  action  was  commenced  in  Michaelmas 
Term,  1843,  and  properly  continued,  and  the  plaintiff,  under  his  declara- 
tion, is  entitled  to  substantial  damages,  and  the  verdict  is  to  stand  ; other- 
wise to  be  reduced  to  one  shilling.  In  Trinity  Term  last,  the  defendant 
obtained  a rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict 
should  not  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  and  the  judgment  should  not  be 
arrested ; or  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a new  trial 
granted,  on  an  affidavit  of  merits.  During  the  term  the  plaintiff  shewed 
cause  against  the  rule,  and  contended  that  he  was  entitled  to  retain  his 
verdict,  upon  the  points  reserved.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  did  not 
support  the  first  part  of  his  rule,  but  claimed  that  the  verdict  should  be 
reduced  to  nominal  damages,  according  to  the  reservation  at  the  trial,  or 
that  a new  trial  should  be  granted.  On  the  day  for  giving  judgments, 
after  the  term,  Mr.  Justice  Hagerman  was  prepared  to  give  the  judgment 
of  the  court,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Justice  Jones,  and  w^hile  proceeding 
to  do  so,  some  objection  was  made  by  the  plaintiffs  counsel,  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  case  was  stated  to  have  gone  off  at  the  trial ; and  he 
requested  that  the  judgment  might  be  deferred  till  the  return  from 
England  of  Mr.  Cameron,  who  had  managed  the  defence,  and  who,  it 
was  supposed,  would  confirm  the  view  taken  by  Mr.  Blake,  the  plain- 
tiff’s counsel.  The  case,  in  consequence,  stood  over  to  the  last  term, 
when  it  appearing  that  Mr.  Cameron  was  of  opinion  that  the  case  as 
stated,  was  correct,  the  matter  was  re-argued.  The  case  was  as  follows  :: 
The  plaintiff  by  the  ordinary  process  between  parties,  sued  the 
defendant  for  negligence  as  an  attorney.  The  declaration  contains  two 
counts ; the  first  sets  forth,  that  on  the  7th  of  November,  1838,  Alexander 
Hamilton  was  sheriff  of  the  district  of  Niagara,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
his  deputy,  from  that  time  till  his  decease.  That  one  John  Wilson,  by 
deed  was  bound  to  indemnify  the  sheriff,  his  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns,  “ touching  and  concerning  the  execution  of  all  writs  and 
process  directed  to  the  said  sheriff,  and  which  should  come  to  the  plaintiff 
as  such  deputy,  to  be  executed  ; and  that  one  John  Hamilton,  was  a 
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surety  for  the  sheriff,  and  for  the  plaintiff,  as  such  deputy,  pursuant  to  the 
statute ; that  a writ  of  fieri  facias,  directed  to  the  sheriff,  at  the  suit  of 
one  Smellie,  against  the  goods  of  Balfour  and  Diysdale,  for  310/.  11s.  4d, 
was  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  to  he  executed ; that  he  thereupon  seized 
the  goods  of  the  said  Balfour  and  Drysdale ; that  the  said  Smellie  after- 
wards directed  the  plaintiff  to  stay  proceedings  upon  the  writ,  and  not 
proceed  to  sell  the  goods  of  the  said  Balfour  and  Drysdale,  unless  other 
writs  against  the  said  goods  should  thereafter  he  delivered  to  the  plaintiff 
to  he  executed  ; that  on  the  22nd  of  November,  1838,  a writ  of  fi.  fa., 
against  the  goods  of  Balfour  and  Drysdale,  for  70/.  10s.  O^d.,  at  the  suit 
of  Boss  and  McLeod,  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  to  be  executed;  that 
on  the  16th  of  February,  1839,  the  plaintiff,  by  virtue  of  the  said  writs, 
sold  the  goods  of  the  said  Balfour  and  Drysdale,  and  made  125/.  appli- 
cable to  the  said  writs  of  the  said  Smellie,  and  Boss  and  McLeod,  which 
sum  was  insufficient  for  the  payment  of  both  executions;  that  on  the  19th 
of  February,  1839,  the  sheriff  died,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  was  liable 
to  conduct  the  affairs  ot  the  sheriff’s  office,  being  deputy  as  aforesaid; 
that  before  the  said  writs  had  been  returned  by  the  plaintiff,  to  wit,  on 
the  10th  of  March,  1839,  Boss  and  McLeod  caused  a notice  to  be  served 
upon  the  plaintiff,  claiming  satisfaction  upon  their  fi.  fa.,  in  preference  to 
the  fi.  fa.  of  the  said  Smellie,  alleging  that  the  said  fi.  fa.  of  the  said 
Smellie  was  fraudulent,  as  against  them,  and  threatening  a suit  in  case 
their  fi.  fa.  should  be  returned  no  goods ; that  having  received  the  fi.  fa. 
or  the  said  Smellie  first,  and  conceiving  it  entitled  to  priority,  he  returned 
the  writ  of  the  said  Boss  and  McLeod,  “ nulla  bona  ” ; that  on  the  19th 
of  April,  1839,  Boss  and  McLeod  sued  the  said  John  Hamilton,  as  surety 
of  the  sheriff,  for  the  alleged  false  return  by  the  plaintiff ; that  the  plaintiff, 
being  unable  to  decide  which  of  the  said  writs  was  entitled  to  priority, 
was  desirous  of  applying  to  this  court  for  an  order  to  retain  the  amount 
of  the  said  fi.  fa.,  of  the  said  Boss  and  McLeod,  and  to  stay  the  return  of 
the  writ  of  the  said  Smellie,  until  the  result  of  the  suit  of  the  said  Boss 
and  McLeod,  against  the  said  J ohn  Hamilton,  should  have  been  deter- 
mined, and  on  the  1st  of  May,  1839,  retained  the  defendant  as  an  attor- 
ney, to  make  such  application ; that  the  defendant  conducted  and 
managed  the  said  application  in  a careless,  unskilful,  undue  and  improper 
manner,  and  neglected  to  retain  counsel  to  appear  in  that  behalf,  and  for 
want  of  due  and  proper  care,  skill  and  diligence  in  that  behalf,  on  the  12th 
of  November,  1839,  an  alias  habeas  corpus  was  issued  against  the  plaintiff 
for  not  returning  the  writ  of  the  said  Smellie,  and  the  plaintiff  was  obliged 
to  pay  the  said  125/.,  upon  the  writ  of  the  said  Smellie ; that,  afterwards, 
on  the  8th  of  February,  1840,  Boss  and  McLeod  recovered  in  the  action 
against  John  Hamilton,  74/.  4s.  damages,  and  35/.  Os.  3c/.  for  costs;  that 
afterwards,  on  the  29th  of  March,  1842,  Hannah  0.  Hamilton,  executrix 
of  the  sheriff,  Alexander  Hamilton,  having  been  obliged  to  pay  the  said 
John  Hamilton,  the  said  last  mentioned  sums  of  money,  did  commence 
an  action  in  this  court,  against  the  said  John  Willson,  for  the  same,  by 
means  whereof  the  now  plaintiff  became  liable  and  bound  to  pay  the  said 
sums  of  74/.  4s.,  and  35/.  Os.  3c/.,  and  hath  been  put  to  great  cost  and 
inconvenience  in  the  premises,  and  also  by  reason  of  the  premises  the 
plaintiff’  was  and  is  otherwise  greatly  injured.  The  second  count  is  the 
.same  as  the  first,  omitting  any  statement  respecting  the  sheriff ’s  surety — 
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tlie  bond  of  John  Willson  to  the  sheriff,  as  surety  for  the  plaintiff — the 
recovery  of  Eoss  and  McLeod  against  John  Hamilton — the  payment  by 
ihfi  executrix  of  the  sheriff,  to  John  Hamilton,  or  the  action  by  the 
executrix  against  Willson  ; and  alleging  that  the  plaintiff,  ‘‘through  the 
carelessness,  negligence  and  unskilfulness  of  the  defendant,  had  been 
obliged  to  pay  to  the  said  Smellie,  the  said  sum  of  125Z.,  and  had  been 
compelled  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  70L  11s.,  so  indorsed  upon  the  said 
writ  of  Eoss  and  McLeod,  and  also  hath  been  compelled  to  pay  a large 
sum,  to  wit  the  sum  of  40L,  for  costs  and  charges  in  that  behalf  expended  ; 
and  als3  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff'  was  and  is  otherwise 
greatly  injured,  to  the  plaintiff'’s  damage  of  500^.,  and  therefore  he  brings 
his  suit,”  &c.  To  this  declaration,  the  defendant  pleaded  in  abatement, 
that  being  an  attorney  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  he  was  not 
liable  to  be  sued  m the  ordinary  way.  Upon  which  the  plaintiff  took 
issue,  denying  that  the  defendant  was  an  attorney  at  the  commencement 
of  the  suit.  At  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  original  ca.  re.  was  sued 
out  oil  the  lObh  of  August,  1843,  returnable  on  the  last  day  of  the  then 
Michaelmas  Term  (16th  of  August),  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  Home 
District  ,and  returned  non  est  inventus,  on  the  12th  of  February,  1844; 
on  that  day  a praecipe  was  filed  for  an  alias  ca.  re.  and  testatum  to  the 
Xiagara  District,  as  also  an  alias  ca.  re.  to  the  sheriff  of  the  Home  Dis- 
trict. The  testatum  to  Niagara,  was  returned  as  executed.  No  proceed- 
ing was  had  in  Hilary,  the  intermediate  term  between  Michaelmas  and 
Easter  Terms.  It  was  admitted  that  the  defendant  was  not  re-entered  upon 
the  roll  of  attorney,  till  the  16th  of  August,  the  last  day  of  Michaelmas 
Term,  1843,  having  been  off  the  roll  of  attorneys  for  about  a year. 

Boulton,  Q.  C.,  having  obtained  the  rule  above  mentioned,  the  case  was 
argued  principally  upon  the  question  of  payment  by  the  surety  by  him 
for  the  defendant,  and  Blahe,  for  the  plaintiff ; but  the  court  having  desired 
that  the  matter  should  be  re-argued  last  term. 

Blake,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended,  that  the  verdict  should  be  allowed 
GO  stand.  The  only  question  that  the  court  could  entertain  was,  whether 
the  verdict  should  be  reduced  to  nominal  damages,  or  not.  The  other 
points  had  been  already  disposed  of,  except  that  referring  to  the  arrest  of 
judgment,  and  as  the  copy  of  the  rule  served  upon  him  was  silent  upon 
that  point,  it  could  not  be  raised  now.  The  court  could  not  grant  a new 
trial  on  the  merits,  as  the  affidavits  that  had  been  filed  by  the  defendant, 
had  been  met  by  those  filed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant 
could  not  be  allowetl  to  attempt  to  set  aside  the  demand  by  a plea  in 
abatement,  and  then  when  he  had  failed  in  that,  to  come  forward  and 
claim  a new  trial,  almost  as  a matter  of  course,  on  his  own  affidavit  of 
merits.  In  his  apprehension,  the  only  question  that  was  raised  at  the 
triil  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  could  sustain  his  verdict  for  substantial 
damages,  upon  his  declaration.  He  was  not  to  be  confined  to  any  par- 
ticular count,  but  had  the  whole  declaration  to  rest  upon ; and  whatever 
his  evidence  might  have  been,  if  his  declaration  was  sufficient  to  sustain 
the  verdict  that  had  been  taken,  then  that  verdict  ought  not  to  be  dis- 
turbed. But  suppjsiag  that  he  was  confined  to  the  first  count  of  the 
declaration,  there  Was  quite  enough  in  that  count  to  sustain  his  position. 
That  count  shewed  that  the  plairdiff  had  been  injured  by  the  act  of  the 
defendant,  that  he  had  become  liable  to  pay  a large  sum  of  money  in  con- 
sequence of  his  neglect,  and  striking  out  all  the  averments  respecting  his 
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sureties,  which,  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintilf,  embarrassed 
the  case,  there  was  sufficient  damage  shewn  to  make  the  defendant  liable 
for  the  default,  which,  by  his  course  of  pleading,  he  had  admitted  on  the 
record,  if  the  plea  in  abatement  were  found  against  him.  The  liability  to 
loss  by  the  plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  the  defendant’s  act,  will  sustain  a 
verdict  for  the  whole  amount  of  that  liability,  and  that  is  the  only  question 
here,  for  it  was  agreed  that  the  amount  of  damages  shall  be  determined 
by  the  sufficiency  of  the  plaintiff's  declaration.  Howell  v.  Young,  {a)  is 
a strong  authority  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  There  it  was  held,  in  a 
similar  action  to  the  present,  that  the  statute  of  limitations  began  to  run 
from  the  time  the  neglect  of  duty  occurred  ; and  if  such  be  the  law,  then 
it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  must  be  entitled,  on  this  record,  to  sustain  his 
verdict  for  more  than  nominal  damages,  even  though  he  be  confined  to 
the  first  count. 

J,  Hillyard  Cameron^  for  the  defendant. — The  court  having  already 
determined  that  the  plea  in  abatement  cannot  be  sustained,  the  defendant 
does  not  now  desire  to  argue  that  point  farther.  The  only  question  now 
to  be  considered,  is,  whether  the  verdict  should  be  reduced  to  nominal 
damages  or  not.  The  defendant  contends  that  that  question  can  be  enter- 
tained only  in  reference  to  the  first  count  of  the  declaration,  as  it  was  only 
upon  that  count  that  it  was  understood  at  the  trial  that  the  plaintiff  would 
attempt  to  rest  his  right  to  recover ; and  although  it  was  to  be  regretted 
that  there  should  be  any  difficulty  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  verdict 
was  taken,  yet  the  court  would  not  hold  that  the  plaintiff  should  be 
allowed  the  benefit  of  both  counts  of  his  declaration,  when  the  defendant 
believed  that  he  intended  to  apply  the  evidence  at  the  trial,  and  in  fact 
could  only  apply  it,  according  to  the  circumstances,  to  the  first  count.  If 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  succeed  in  his  motion  for  the  restoration 
or  retention  of  the  money  that  had  been  levied  against  Balfour  and  Drys- 
dale,  and  afterwards  paid  on  Smellie’s  writ,  then  there  was  no  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  by  which  the  plaintiff  suffered  any  loss,  and 
therefore  there  could  be  no  liability,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  anything.  2 Chitty  Eep.  311,  was  an  authority  upon  that 
point,because,if  the  diligence  of  the  defendant  could  have  availed  the  plain- 
tiff nothing,  then  his  negligence  was  in  fact  damnum  absque  ivjurid.  That 
motion  could  not  have  been  successful ; for  although  it  was  a motion  which 
was  addressed  entirely  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  yet  the  court  could 
not  have  granted  it,  in  the  absence  of  authority.  Upon  the  plaintiff’s  own 
shewing,  he  had  notice  of  the  claim  made  by  Ross  and  McLeod ; and  yet, 
in  the  face  of  that  notice,  he  took  upon  himself  to  determine  upon  the 
priority  of  the  writs,  without  coming  to  the  court ; and  after  having  done 
so,  the  court  would  not  relieve  him,  when  it  afterwards  turned  out  that 
he  had  made  a mistake.  Before  he  returned  Ross  and  McLeod’s  writ 
nulla  bona,  he  should  have  made  his  application  to  stay  proceedings  on 
Smellie’s  writ;  but  he  did  not  do  so,  he  waited  until  an  action  was  brought 
against  him  for  the  false  return,  and  then  it  was  that  he  says  that  he 
retained  the  defendant.  The  court  could  not  have  entertained  the 
motion  at  that  stage  of  the  proceedings  ; and  if  they  could  not,  then  admit- 
ting that  the  defendant  had  been  negligent,  still  the  plaintiff  would  not  be 
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entitled  to  recover.  But  the  plaintiff  shews  no  damage  in  his  first  count, 
for  which  he  can  sustain  an  action  for  more  than  nominal  damages  ; as  it 
is  not  stated  that  he  paid  any  money  in  consequence  of  the  defendant’s 
neglect,  but  only  that  he  became  liable  to  pay,  and  that  liability,  accord- 
ing to  the  authority  of  Mr.  Justice  Bailey,  in  3 Tyr.  949,  is  not  sufficient 
to  sustain  a verdict  for  substantial  damages.  Then  again,  supposing  that 
the  liability  to  pay  is  sufficient,  it  must  not  appear  that  that  liability  has 
been  improperly  or  illegally  incurred.  Here  the  plaintiff  says  that  his 
liability  arose  from  the  false  return  to  Boss  and  McLeod’s  writ,  because 
Boss  and  McLeod  sued  the  sheriff’s  sureties,  who  recovered  from  the 
sheriffs  executrix,  who  recovered  against  the  plaintiff’s  sureties  to  the 
sheriff,  and  hence  the  plaintiff  became  liable  to  them,  to  save  them  harm- 
less from  the  consequences.  But  the  recovery  against  the  sheriff’s  sure- 
ties was  wrongful,  because  the  return  on  which  the  action  against  those 
sureties  was  brought,  appeared  upon  the  face  of  the  declaration  to  have 
been  made  by  the  plaintiff,  after  the  sheriff’s  death,  when  the  law  had 
thrown  the  office  of  the  sheriff  upon  the  plaintiff  himself,  and  had  de- 
clared that  the  plaintiff’s  own  sureties  to  the  sheriff  should  be  respon- 
sible for  the  plaintiff’s  defaults.  The  statute  under  which  the  sureties 
were  responsible,  was  3 Will.  lY.  ch.  8 ; and  the  twenty- third  section 
declares,  “that  when  any  sheriff  in  this  province  shall  die,  the  under 
sheriff,  or  deputy  sheriff,  by  him  appointed,  shall  nevertheless  continue  in 
his  office,  and  shall  execute  the  same,  and  all  things  belonging  thereunto, 
in  the  name  of  such  deceased  sheriff,  until  another  sheriff  be  appointed 
for  the  same  district,  and  sworn  into  office ; and  the  said  under-sheriff;  or 
deputy  sheriff,  shall  be  answerable  for  the  execution  of  the  said  office  in 
all  things,  and  to  all  respects,  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever, during  such 
interval,  as  the  sheriff  so  deceased  would  by  law  have  been  if  he  had  been 
living ; and  the  security  given  to  the  sheriff  so  deceased,  by  the  said  under 
sheriff ; and  his  pledges  shall  stand,  remain  and  be  a security  to  the  king, 
his  heirs  and  successors,  and  to  all  persons  whatsoever,  for  such  under- 
sheriff’s due  performance  of  his  office  during  such  interval.”  From  this 
section,  it  must  be  evident  that  for  a default  occurring  in  the  time  of  the 
deputy,  the  sheriff’s  sureties  could  not  be  held  liable,  nor  indeed  would  the 
deputy’s  own  sureties  be  held  liable  under  circumstances  similar  to  those 
set  out  in  the  declaration,  and  if  that  view  wore  correct,  then  no  injury 
was  inflicted  upon  the  plaintiff  by  the  omission  or  default  of  the  defendant, 
and  the  verdict  ought  to  be  reduced  to  nominal  damages. 

Jones,  J. — Upon  the  first  argument,  it  was  contended  that  the  writ  to 
Niagara,  reciting  an  original  to  the  Home  District,  was  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  ; no  proceedings  being  had  in  Hilary,  upon  the  writ 
sued  out  in  Michaelmas  preceding,  there  was  a discontinuance  upon  that 
writ.  The  court  was  prepared,  in  Hilary  Term  last,  to  give  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff,  on  this  point,  being  the  first,  subject  to  which  the  ver- 
dict was  taken.  It  appears  that  upon  a writ  issued  as  stated,  and 
returned,  an  alias  may  issue  after  intermediate  Terms,  and  the  continu- 
ances may  be  entered  at  any  time,  (a)  On  the  second  point  reserved  at 
the  trial,  the  court  was  prepared  to  order  the  verdict  to  be  reduced  to 
nominal  damages,  conceiving  the  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  recover  anything 


(a)  6 T.  B.  617 ; 7 Mod.  3 ; 5 Barn.  & Aid.  452. 
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more  upon  the  first  count,  no  special  damages  being  alleged  to  have  been  paid, 
upon  the  principle  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Bailey,in  3 Tyr.949.  That  was  an 
action  forfalse  imprisonment,  in  which  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration  shewed 
as  special  damage  that,  by  means  of  the  premises,  he  had  been  forced  and 
obliged  to  pay, and  had  paid  a large  sum  of  money,to  wit  500Z.,in  and  about 
his  necessary  maintenance,&c., and  in  and  about  the  applying  for  and  obtain- 
ing his  discharge  from  imprisonment.”  At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff  had  in  fact  paid  nothing, but  secured  the  payment  of  the  attorney’s 
bill.  A verdict  was  taken  for  25?.,  with  leave  to  move  to  add  to  it  the 
attorney’s  bill.  Upon  the  rule,  subsequently  obtained  for  that  purpose, the 
court  ordered  so  much  of  the  attorney’s  bill  to  be  added  to  the  verdict  as 
had  been  paid  out  of  pocket  by  him,  considering  the  payment  by  the  attor- 
ney apayment  by  the  plaintiff.  In  giving  judgment  the  learned  judgesays, 
“It  seems  to  me  that  the  jury  had  a right  to  take  those  costs  into  con- 
sideration, as  arising  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  improper  arrest,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  have  the  rule  for  adding  them  to  the 
verdict  made  absolute  had  the  evidence  supported  the  plaintiff’s  averment 
in  his  declaration,  that  he  was  forced  to  pay  a large  sum  of  money,  in  and 
about  the  applying  for  and  obtaining  his  discharge.  Upon  that  point  a 
second  objection  was  raised  in  behalf  of  the  defendants,  viz.,  that  the  de- 
claration should  have  only  stated  that  the  plaintiff  incurred  great  expense, 
and  was  forced  and  obliged  and  became  liable  to  pay  those  costs.  Now  the 
evidence  was,  not  that  he  had  paid  those  costs  to  his  attorney,  but  that 
he  was  liable  to  pay  them  to  him.  Then  the  plaintiff  has  not  paid  the 
attorney  the  sum  he  now  seeks  to  recover.  There  is  only  a debt  due  from 
him  which  he  may  be  hereafter  obliged  to  pay,  and  which  is  liable  to  all 
those  accidents  of  the  plaintiff’s  discharge  under  the  insolvent  or  bankrupt 
laws,  which  would  bar  the  remedy  for  it  against  the  plaintiff.  Then  it 
would  be  unreasonable  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  held  entitled  to  recover, 
as  paid,that  debt  which  he  has  perhaps  never  been  called  upon  to  pay,  has 
never  paid,  and  may  never  pay.”  Upon  the  re-argument,  last  term,  the 
first  point  was  abandoned  by  the  defendant’s  counsel,  but  he  contended 
that  the  verdict  should  be  reduced  to  a nominal  sum,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  first  count  would  not  justify  a verdict  for  substantial  damages. 
Upon  further  consideration,  and  upon  a refeience  to  the  case  (Howell  v. 
Young,  {a)  cited  in  the  argument,  and  many  other  authorities,  notwith- 
standing the  opinion  expressed  by  Mr.  Justice  Bailey,  in  the  case  before 
mentioned,  I think  that  when  there  is  a breach  of  duty,  the  cause  of 
action  accrues  as  soon  as  the  negligence  occurs,  and  that  the  jury  are  at 
liberty  to  give  such  damages  as  the  plaintiff  can  shew  he  is  legally  liable 
to  pay,  as  set  forth  in  his  declaration  ; and  this  upon  reflection  is  reason- 
able, because  if  he  is  compelled  to  wait  until  called  upon  to  pay,  and  until 
he  has  actually  paid,  his  cause  of  action  may  be  proscribed,  or  the  defen- 
dant may  in  the  mean  time  become  insolvent  or  bankrupt.  It  may  cer 
tainly  happen  that  damages  may  thus  be  recovered,  and  the  plaintiff  may 
never  be  called  upon  to  pay  that  for  which  he  is  liable,  or  may  himself 
become  bankrupt  and  be  discharged  from  the  payment.  In  such  case  the 
defendant  may,  perhaps,  have  a remedy  in  equity.  In  the  case  in  2 
T.  E.  100,  Mr.  Justice  Ashurst  says : “ Possibly,  if  the  plaintiff 
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had  recovered  on  the  bond,  when  it  was  forfeited,  and  he  was  not  after- 
wards damnified  by  being  obliged  to  pay  the  instalments  by  abill  inequity, 
he  might  have  been  compelled  to  refund  all  the  money  which  he  had 
received.”  The  case  of  Howell  v.  Young,  reported  in  2 C.  & P.  238,  as 
well  as  in  5 B.  & C.  268,  was,  like  the  present,  an  action  on  the  case 
against  the  defendant,  an  attorney,  for  negligence  in  representing  certain 
securities  to  be  good , which  were  bad,  in  consequence  of  which  the  plain- 
tiff complained  that  he  was  injured,  and  lost  the  interest  of  the  monies 
loaned  upon  the  securities,  and  was  likely  to  lose  the  principal.  There  the 
court  say  that  the  negligence  is  the  gist  of  the  action,  and  the  damage 
arising  from  it  merely  consequential,  and  that  if  the  action  had  been 
brought  before  the  failure  in  the  payment  of  the  interest,  the  jury  might 
have  taker,  into  consideration  the  probable  loss  the  plaintiff  might  sustain; 
that  the  loss  of  interest  did  not  constitute  a fresh  ground  of  action,  but  a 
mere  measure  of  damages  ; and  further,  that  if  the  allegation  of  special 
damage  had  been  wholly  omitted,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  entitled 
to  nominal  damages.  On  a trial,  in  the  case  under  consideration,  it  would 
be  competent  for  the  defendant  to  prove  that  there  was  no  negligence,  or 
that  no  diligence  could  have  heen  effectual,  (a)  The  special  damage  laid  in 
the  first  count,  is  on  account  of  the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the 
damages  and  costs  recovered  by  Ross  & McLeod  against  John  Hamilton, 
paid  by  the  executrix  of  the  sheriff  to  John  Hamilton,  and  by  her  sued 
for  in  an  action  against  John  Wilson,  the  plaintiff's  surety  to  the  sheriff. 
It  was  contended  in  argument,  first,  that  the  plaintiff  failed  in  his  action 
altogether,  because  the  plaintiff  having  returned  the  writ  in  favour  of  Ross 
& McLeod  nulla  bona,  the  court  would  not  have  entertained  the  applica- 
tion, and  therefore  that  no  diligence  would  have  been  available;  secondly, 
that  the  damages  should  be  only  nominal,  because  the  plaintiff  was  not 
liable  to  pay  to  his  surety,  John  Willson,  or  any  other  person,the  amount 
recovered  by  Ross  & McLeod.  It  appears  by  the  declaration,  that  the 
false  return  for  which  Ross  & McLeod  recovered  against  John  Hamilton, 
was  made  by  the  plaintiff,  after  the  death  of  the  sheriff,  while  he  was  dis- 
charging the  duties  of  the  office  according  to  law,  until  a new  sheriff 
should  be  appointed.  I do  not  at  present  see  that  the  application  to  the 
court  must  have  unavoidably  proved  ineffectual,  because  the  plaintiff  had 
previously  made  a return  of  nulla  bona  upon  Ross  & McLeod’s  writ.  He  ; 
made  the  return  supposing  the  money  levied  applicable  to  Smellie’sfi.  fa.,  | 
which  he  had  first  received ; but  when  Ross  & McLeod  gave  him  notice  i 
that  they  claimed  the  amount  upon  their  writ,  he  desired  to  apply  to  the  j 
court  to  stay  proceedings  upon  Smellie’s  writ,  in  order  that  the  question  | 
might  be  determined  in  the  action  brought,  or  to  be  brought,  by  Ross  & | 
McLeod,  as  to  which  fi.  fa.  was  entitled  to  priority.  The  only  issue  on  ' 
the  record  being  found  for  the  plaintiff,  he  must  be  entitled  to  some  j 
damages.  But  on  the  second  point,  I am  at  present  inclined  to  hold,  that 
the  recovery  by  Ross  & McLeod,  against  John  Hamilton,  was  wrongful. 
The  covenant  of  the  surety,  under  the  statute  3 Will.  lY.  ch.  8,  is,  that 
neither  the  sheriff  nor  his  deputy,  shall  wilfully  misconduct  himself  in  his « 
office.  The  liability,  as  it  regards  the  sheriff,  of  course  ceases  with  hisL 
death,  and  the  power  of  the  deputy  would  also  then  cease, were  it  not  fori 


{a)  2 Chitty,  311. 
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tlie  provision  by  law  which  authorizes  him  to  discharge  the  duties  of  the 
office  in  the  name  of  the  deceased  sheriff,  until  the  appointment 
of  another  sheriff ; and  by  the  23rd  section  of  the  act  before  referred  to, 
it  is  enacted,  “that  in  such  case  the  deputy  shall  be  answerable  for 
the  execution  of  his  office  in  all  things  and  to  all  respects,  intents, 
and  purposes  whatsoever,  during  such  interval,  as  the  sheriff  so  deceased 
would  by  law  have  been  if  he  had  been  living ; and  the  security  given 
to  the  sheriff  so  deceased  by  the  said  under  sheriff,  and  his  pledges, 
shall  stand,  remain,  and  be  a security  to  the  king,  his  heirs  and 
successors,  and  to  all  persons  whatsoever,  for  such  under  sheriff’s 
due  performance  of  his  office,  during  such  interval.”  The  sheriff’s 
sureties  are  not  made  -liable  for  his  acts,  but  his  sureties  to  the 
sheriff  are  expressly  made  so  liable,  and  seem  to  be  placed,  in  that 
respect,  in  the  stead  of  the  sheriff’  sureties.  This  shows  that  the 
legislature  could  not  have  contemplated  the  liability  of  the  sheriff’s 
sureties  for  the  misconduct  of  the  deputy  while  discharging  the 
duties  of  the  office  upon  his  own  responsibility  and  the  liability  of  his 
sureties  to  the  sheriff.  If,  however,  the  sheriff’s  sureties  could  be 
considered  as  liable  for  the  acts  of  the  deputy,  after  the  decease  of 
the  sheriff,  in  the  same  manner  as  they  were  liable  before  his  decease, 
a question  might  arise  whether  in  returning  Eoss  & McLeod’s  fi.  fa. 
nulla  bona,  there  was  any  wilful  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
for  which  the  sureties  would  be  liable  under  all  the  considerations  and 
circumstances  of  the  case.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  should  be 
made  absolute  for  a new  trial,  without  costs. 

Eule  absolute,  without  costs. 

Strathy  V.  Crooks. 

The  executor  of  a deceased  partner  in  trade,  is  tenant  in  common  with  the  sur- 
viving partners  of  the  partnership  property,  and  the  surviving  partners  cannot 

sue  him  in  trespass  for  a wrongful  sale  and  conversion  against  their  will  of  the 

whole  of  the  partnership  property. 

Trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  and  for  taking  goods.  The  general 
issue  was  pleaded,  and  several  special  pleas,  on  which  issue  was  joined. 
The  plaintiff,  at  the  trial,  recovered  a verdict  on  the  first  three  issues, 
1200/.  damages,  and  on  the  fourth  issue  a verdict  was  given  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

Crooks,  for  the  defendant,  moved  to  enter  a nonsuit,  on  leave 
reserved  at  the  trial,  or  to  set  aside  the  verdict  as  being  contrary 
to  law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection,  or  for  excessive  damages. 
The  injury  complained  of  was  the  seizure  by  the  defendant  of  goods 
in  a shop,  to  the  amount  of  600/.  or  700/.  or  more,  as  a distress  for 
rent,  due  on  a demise  made  to  James  Crooks  the  younger,  son  of  the  de- 
fendant, who  while  he  was  tenant  under  that  demise,  had  been  a co- 
partner with  this  plaintiff,  as  a merchant,  and  had  carried  on  business 
jointly  with  him  in  the  shop  in  which  the  distress  was  made,  the  stock 
of  goods  there  being  their  partnership  property.  James  Crooks  the 
younger,  died  before  the  distress  was  made,  and  the  defendant  is  one  of 
his  executors.  The  point  made  at  the  trial  was,  that  he  being  joint 
owner  of  the  goods  with  the  surviving  partner,  was  equally  with  him 
entitled  to  their  possession,  and  was  not  liable  to  be  sued  in  trespass 
fer  taking  them  into  his  possession  and  selling  them.  Indepedently  of 
the  evidence  given  at  the  trial  upon  this  point,  the  plaintiff’s  replica- 
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tions  to  the  defendant’s  pleas  expressly  aver  the  partnership^the  death  of 
the  partner,  James  Crooks  the  younger,  the  appointment  by  him  of  the 
defendant  as  his  executor,  and  the  probate  of  the  will  grsnted  to  the 
defendant.  There  was  no  probate  of  the  will  produced  by  the  defen- 
dant, at  the  trial. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron  showed  cause.  The  point  made  at  the  trial 
by  the  defendant  was,  that  he,  as  the  executor  of  James  Crooks  the 
younger,  was  tenant  in  common  with  the  plaintiff  of  the  goods  in  question, and 
consequently  could  not  be  liable  to  his  co-tenant  in  an  action  of  trespass. 
The  first  objection  which  the  plaintiff  made  to  the  sufficiency  of  this 
point,  arose  from  the  want  of  any  proof  of  probate  of  the  will  of  J ames 
Crooks  the  younger,  at  the  trial,  without  which  he  contended  there 
was  no  sufficient  evidence  that  thf»  defendant  was  his  executor.  It  is 
a well  settled  rule  of  law,  that  the  probate  is  the  only  legitimate 
evidence  of  the  executorship. — Rex.  v.  the  inhabitants  of  Netherseal.  {a) 
Here  it  may  be  contended  that  the  plaintiff’s  replications  to  the  defen- 
dant’s special  pleas,  admit  the  executorship  ; but  the  point  taken  at  the 
trial  comes  up  on  the  general  issue,  and  the  other  pleadings  cannot  be 
brought  by  the  defendant  to  support  that  plea,  which  must  be 
decided  upon,  as  far  as  the  evidence  is  applicable  to  it,  as  if  it  stood 
alone  upon  the  record.  [Robinson,  C.  J. — But  the  joint  ownership 
of  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  as  executor,  is  admitted 
on  the  record,  and  may  be  made  available  by  the  defendant.]  It  is 
submitted  that  it  cannot  be  made  available.  The  plaintiff  nowhere 
states  that  the  goods  which  are  the  subject  of  this  action  were  the 
property  of  himself  and  his  partner ; it  must  be  presumed  that  they 
were  his  own  proper  goods,  and  the  various  statements  that  are  made  in 
the  replications  in  reference  to  the  partnership,  are  applicable  only  to 
the  tenancy  existing  between  the  defendant  and  James  Crooks  the 
younger,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  plaintiff  became  interested  in 
the  premises  ; and  cannot  be  made  to  bear  upon  any  joint  possession  or 
ownership  of  the  goods  in  question  in  this  action.  The  defendant, 
therefore,  not  having  given  any  evidence  of  the  probate  of  the  will, 
which  was  the  legitimate  mode  of  establishing  his  title  as  executor,  can- 
not be  treated  as  beneficially  interested  in  these  goods,  and  he  ought  to 
fail  upon  that  ground.  But  supposing  it  to  be  admitted  that  his  title 
as  executor  was  made  out,  still  it  is  contended  that  he  is  liable  in  this 
action,  because  he  has  wrongfully  converted  the  whole  of  the  property, 
and  such  wrongful  conversion  by  sale,  is  tantamount  to  a destruction  of 
the  common  property,  in  which  case  the  action  would  be  held 
to  lie.  Bay  ley,  J.  says,  in  Barton  et  al.  v.  Williams  et  al.,  (5) 
“ There  may  be  cases  in  which  the  indivisible  nature  of  the  subject 
matter  of  the  tenancy  in  common  may  raise  an  implied  authority  in  one  to 
sell  the  whole.  But  unless  there  be  such  authority,  either  express  or 
implied,  a sale  of  the  whole  by  one  tenant  in  common  is,  with  respect 
to  the  other,  a wrongful  conversion  of  his  undivided  part.”  And  in 
Buffer’s  Nisi  Prius,  page  34,  it  is  laid  down,  that  the  destruction 
by  one  tenant  in  common,  of  the  joint  property,  is  the  subject  of 
trover.  Here  the  property  has  been  destroyed  by  the  act  of  the 
defendant ; there  has  been  a wrongful  conversion  by  sale  of  the  whole, 
without  any  authority,  express  or  implied,  of  the  co-tenant,  and  in 
4 T.  R.  258  {^5;  5 B.  & Al,  395 
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fact,  in  direct  defiance  of  the  remonstrances  of  the  co-tenant  against  it.  If 
in  any  case  a tenant  in  common  can  be  held  responsible  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, the  plaintiff  must  be  entitled  to  retain  his  verdict,  as  a case 
of  greater  justice  has  seldom  been  brought  before  the  notice  of  the  court; 
but  if  the  court  should  think  that  the  technical  objection  must  prevail, 
the  plaintiff  must  endeavour  to  seek  a remedy  in  equity. 

R.  F.  Crooks,  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  defendant’s  title  as  executor 
was  sufiiciently  proved  at  the  trial,  to  enable  him  to  claim  an  interest  in 
the  property  in  question  in  conjunction  with  the  plaintiff;  and  even  if  it 
were  not,  it  sufiiciently  appears,  from  the  whole  record,  that  he  stands  in 
the  relation  of  co-tenant  to  the  plaintiff,  and  therefore  the  action  must  be 
barred.  This  action  is  trespass,  not  trover  ; and  no  case  can  be  cited, 
where  the  mere  taking  by  the  tenant  in  common  has  been  held  sufficient 
to  entitle  his  co-tenant  to  maintain  an  action  against  him  ; and  in  tres- 
pass, the  gist  of  the  action  is  the  trespass,  the  conversion  is  mere  aggra- 
vation, whereas  in  trover  the  conversion  is  the  wrongful  act.  Many  cases 
may  be  cited  where  one  tenant  in  common  has  been  held  liable  where 
there  has  been  a total  destruction  of  the  joint  property  but  not  where 
that  destruction  is  merely  metaphorical,  as  where  there  has  been  a sale. 
The  dictum  of  Mr.  Justice  Bayley,  referred  to,  is  not  admitted  to  be 
good  law  ; and  even  if  it  were,  it  is  not  applicable  to  an  action  of  tres- 
pass. The  plaintiff  may  proceed  in  equity  if  he  thinks  proper  to  do  so, 
but  there  he  is  not  so  likely  to  succeed ; as  the  defendant  would  be  able 
to  shew  that  the  maxim  of  that  court,  “that  he  who  doth  iniquity,  shall 
not  get  equity,”  would  be  well  applied  to  his  case. 

Kobinson,  C.  J. — This  action  has  been  long  pending  on  account  of 
questions  raised  upon  the  pleadings,  and  from  other  causes  not  depending 
upon  the  court : it  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  point  taken  at  the  trial  was 
not  sooner  presented  for  judgment.  There  is  no  doubt,  that  upon  the 
death  of  one  of  two  partners,  the  goods  which  they  held  jointly  do  not 
belong  wholly  to  the  survivor,  but  the  personal  representative  of  the  de- 
ceased partner  and  the  surviving  partner  owning  them  in  common ; the 
question,  then,  which  has  arisen  here  may  be  stated  in  a few  words.  Can 
the  plaintiff,  who  as  the  surviving  partner  is  one  of  the  tenants  in  com- 
mon of  these  goods,  sue  an  executor  of  his  deceased  partner,  who  is 
another  tenant  in  common,  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  taking  the  goods 
out  of  his  possession,  and  selling  them  as  a distress  claimed  to  be  due  for 
rent,  admitting  that  the  distress  was  unwarranted  % It  is  clear,  I think, 
that  he  cannot.  Littleton,  sec.  323,  says,  “If  two  be  possessed  of  chat- 
tels personal  in  common,  by  diverse  titles,  if  the  one  take  the  whole  of 
them  to  himself  out  of  the  possession  of  the  other,  the  other  hath  no 
other  remedy  but  to  take  this  from  him,  when  he  can  see  his  time,” 
which  Lord  Coke,  in  his  Commentary,  reports,  “If  one  tenant  in  com- 
mon take  all  the  chattels  personal,  the  other  hath  no  remedy  by  action, 
but  he  may  take  them  again.”  In  Bacon’s  Abridgement,  (Joint  Tenants, 
L.)  after  stating  that  where  one  joint  tenant,  or  tenant  in  common  of 
land,  ejects  his  companion  or  withholds  possession  from  him,  an  ejectment 
will  lie  ; it  is  added,  “But  though  joint  tenants  and  tenants  in  common, 
being  actually  ejected,  had  these  remedies  at  common  law,  yet  such 
remedies  were  only  extended  to  things  real ; ” and  there  was  no  remedy 
where  a horse,  hawk,  &c.,  was  seized  by  one  joint  tenant  or  tenant  in 
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common,  but  by  seizing  it  again  when  a proper  opportunity  served.”  It 
is  laid  down  in  the  same  digest,  “that  one  tenant  in  common  cannot 
bring  trover  against  his  companion,  because  they  are  both  equally  entitled 
to  the  possession.’’  I can  find  no  ground  for  denying  the  application  of 
this  principle  to  a case  like  the  one  before  us.  On  the  death  of  one  of 
several  partners  his  share  of  the  moveable  stock  and  effects  of  the  part- 
nership, subject  to  the  partnership  debts,  devolves  to  his  personal  repre- 
sentatives, who  thereupon  become,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  tenants  in 
common  with  the  surviving  partner  ; and  the  law  contemplates  an  entire 
cessation  of  the  partnership  trade  {a).  Then,  taking  the  case  between 
these  parties  to  be  the  same  in  this  respect  as  between  other  tenants  in 
common  of  goods,  upon  what  ground  can  it  be  maintained  that  trespass 
will  lie  for  the  injury  complained  of  here?  I can  see  none,  unless  it 
can  arise  from  the  subsequent  sale  of  the  goods.  The  dicta  which  I 
have  cited  carry  the  point  no  further  than  where  the  goods  taken  by  one 
tenant  in  common  from  another  are  retained  in  the  possession  of  the 
party  so  taking  them  : and  in  such  cases,  indeed,  there  could  not  be  room 
for  doubt,  because,  in  the  nature  of  things,  one  of  the  parties  only  could 
be  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  chattel,  generally  speaking,  and,  there- 
fore, in  law  the  possession  of  one  is  looked  upon  as  the  possession  of 
both  (h.)  Whatever  doubt  has  arisen  respecting  the  remedy  of  one 
tenant  in  common  against  another,  in  regard  to  the  chattels  held  by  them 
in  common  is  confined  to  cases  where  the  one,  who  has  taken  the  chattel 
out  of  the  other’s  possession,  has  destroyed  or  misused,  or  sold  it ; 
and,  I think  we  may  say,  with  respect  to  the  questions  which  have 
arisen  under  such  circumstances,  that  if ' a clear  view  of  them  has 
always  been  arrived  at  by  the  courts,  it  has  not  always  been  clearly 
stated.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  what  can  be  said  to  be  estab- 
lished clearly  by  the  authorities,  as  respects  the  maintaining  trespass 
or  trover  when  the  chattel  has  been  misused  or  destroyed,  for  that  is 
not  this  case.  The  tenant  in  common  here  has  sold  the  chattel,  or  rather 
occasioned  its  being  sold,  by  a legal  proceeding,  I mean  legal  in  its  form; 
whether  such  proceeding  was  warranted  or  not  by  the  facts,  cannot  affect 
this  question.  Not  to  notice  some  earlier  decisions,  which  are  collected 
in  the  case  of  Heath  v.  Hubbard,  (c)  or  rather  in  the  statement  contained 
in  that  case  of  the  argument  in  the  case  of  Barnardiston  v.  Chapman  and 
Smith,  [d)  which  seems  not  to  have  been  reported  at  the  time ; Graves 
V.  Sawyer,  (e)  lays  down  the  principle  very  broadly,  grounding  it  on  the 
text  of  Littleton  ; the  plaintiff  stating  that  he  was  possessed  of  the  six- 
teenth part  of  a ship,  in  common  with  the  defendant,  and  that  the  defen- 
dant, to  defraud  him  of  his  part  had  disposed  of  the  whole,  and  sent  her 
to  India  without  his  assent.  And  after  verdict,  judgment  was  stayed, 
“because  no  such  action  lies  by  one  tenant  in  common  against  another ; 
nor  as  Littleton  says,  where  one  tenant  in  common  disposes  of  the  whole, 
has  the  other  tenant  any  remedy  ; therefore,  not  by  action  on  the  case ; 
nor  is  the  supposal  of  fraud  material,  for  between  tenants  in  common 
there  cannot  be  fraud,  for  by  the  law  each  has  the  power  to  dispose  of 
the  whole.”  In  Waterman  v.  Soper,  (/)  Holt,  C.  J.,  rules  thus:  “Two 


(aj  Collyer  on  Partnership,  79. 
(3)  Saunders,  47,  f. 

(V)  4 E.  R.  122. 


(^Bull.  N.  P.  34-35 
(e)  I Lev.  29. 

(/)  I Ld.  Raym.  737. 
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tenants  in  common  of  a tree,  and  one  cuts  the  whole  tree,  though  the 
other  cannot  have  an  action  for  the  tree,  yet  he  may  have  an  action  for 
the  special  damage  for  this  cutting.’’  In  Heath  v.  Hubbard,  the  doctrine 
was  reviewed,  at  least,  in  the  argument  ot  counsel,  and  the  manuscript 
case  before  cited,  of  Barnardiston  v.  Chapman  and  Smith,  was  relied  upon, 
in  which  King,  C.  J.,  agreed  that  “ one  tenant  in  common  of  a chattel  is 
only  answerable  to  the  other  tenant  in  common  for  an  actual  destruction.''^ 
In  the  principal  case  it  became  unnecessary  to  determine  that  point,  for 
the  court  found  that  the  defendant  was  not  in  fact  tenant  in  common,  with 
the  plaintiff,  of  the  ship  which  was  the  subject  of  the  action  of  trover 
there  brought ; but  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
court,  thus  speaks  of  the  principle : “ As,  therefore,  the  defendant  was  not 
a good  tenant  in  common  with  the  plaintiff,  from  a defect  in  his  own  title, 
the  objection  to  the  action,  on  the  ground  of  a tenancy  in  common,  does 
not  arise  ; and  of  course  it  becomes  unnecessary  for  us  to  decide  whether 
the  sale  of  the  whole  ship  by  the  defendant  was  (supposing  him  entitled 
to  three-fourths  only)  an  act  so  far  equivalent  to  a destruction  of  the  ship, 
as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  as  a part  owner  to  maintain  trover  against  the 
defendant  as  the  other  part  owner ; a proposition  which,  it  appears  to  us, 
it  would  have  been  extremely  difficult  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  have 
sustained.”  {a)  Mr.  Abbott,  afterwards  Lord  Tenderden,  was  counsel  in 
that  case  for  the  defendant,  and  he  stated  it  as  a point  admitting  of  no 
dispute  ‘‘  that  the  sale  of  a thing  can  never  be  deemed  equivalent  to  the 
destruction  of  it,  for  it  still  exists  in  specie;  and  the  attempt  of  the 
defendant  to  transfer  the  whole  was  merely  invalid  as  to  one  third.”  I 
mention  this  only,  because  Lord  Tenderden’s  judgment  in  Barton  et  al. 
V,  Williams  et  al.  (5)  has  been  cited  as  opposed  to  the  principle  which 
I conceive  the  preceding  cases  have  laid  down,  but  when  that  case  is 
examined,  it  will  not  be  found  that  the  judgment  proceeds  upon  that 
point ; or  that  Lord  Tenderden  says  anything  at  variance  with  his  argu- 
ment in  Heath  v.  Hubbard . In  Heath  v.  Hubbard,  when  the  case  was 
argued,  Lord  Ellenborough  the  reporter  says,  “ at  the  close  of  the  argu- 
ment, intimated  a strong  opinion  that  supposing  the  parties  to  stand  in  the 
relation  of  tenants  in  common,  the  action  could  not  be  maintained,  upon 
the  distinction,  (that  is  to  say,  upon  the  principle)  that  the  acts  of  the 
defendant  were  equivalent  to  a destruction  by  him  of  the  thing  in  common.”^ 
The  court  had  the  case  in  deliberation  two  terms  after  the  argument,  and 
when  we  find  his  lordship,  after  that  opportunity  for  consideration,  express 
himself  so  strongly  upon  the  point,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
court,  the  case  is  hardly  less  an  authority,  than  if  the  point  had  been  in 
fact  determined  in  it.  In  the  case  of  Eennings  v.  Lord  Grenville,  some 
years  later  in  the  Common  Pleas,  (c)  Chamber,  J.,  says,  “There  are  cases 
which  established  the  principle  that  one  tenant  in  common  cannot  recover 
for  a chattel  against  his  companion,  without  first  proving  a destruction  of 
the  chattel,  or  something  that  is  equivalent  to  it.  There  are  many  older 
cases,”  he  adds,  “than  those  which  have  been  cited,  hut  there  is  none  in 
which  an  action  has  been  maintained^  without  proof  of  a destruction."  The 
law,  I find,  is  understood  by  the  most  respectable  text  writers  to  stand,  at 
this  day,  upon  the  footing  on  which  these  cases  rest  it.  {d)  The  general 


{a)  4E.  R.  127. 
(c)  1 Taunt.  247. 


(5)  5 B.  & Al.  395. 

(d)  2 Selwin,  N.  P.  1398  ; Roscoe,  K.  P.  530. 
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doctrine,  that  one  tenant  in  common  cannot  bring  trover,  and  therefore, 
not  trespass  had  the  high  authority  of  Lord  Kenyon,  in  the  case  of  Smith 
and  others.  Assignees  v.  Stokes,  {a)  which,  more  than  any  I have  cited, 
resembles  the  one  under  our  consideration.  One  of  the  partners  became 
bankrupt,  then  the  solvent  partner  died, leaving  the  defendant,  into  whose 
hands  the  goods  had  come,  his  executor  ; and  afterwards  a commission  of 
bankruptcy  was  sued  out  against  the  bankrupt  partner,  and  assignees 
were  appointed.  Lord  Kenyon  said,  “The  effect  of  the  case  is,  that 
the  assignees  became  tenants  in  common  by  relation,  from  the  time  of  the 
act  of  bankruptcy,  with  the  other  partner,  in  his  life-time,  and  since  his 
decease,  with  his  representatives,  one  of  whom  is  the  present  defendant ; 
and  there  the  rule  of  law  attaches,  that  one  tenant  in  common  cannot 
maintain  trover  against  another.”  That  the  wrongful  sale,  by  one,  of  the 
ehattel  held  in  common  might  support  trover,  seems  to  have  been  the 
impression  of  Mr.  Justice  Bayley,  from  what  was  said  by  him  in  Barton 
V.  Williams,  {h)  but  certainly  he  spoke  against  the  current  of  authority, 
as  was  observed  in  the  later  case  of  Farrar  v.  Beswick.  (c)  I refer  to  a 
late  case,  in  our  own  court,  of  Ecclestone  v.  Jarvis,  {d)  only  to  shew  that 
so  far  as  we  have  been  called  upon  to  consider  the  consequence  of  the 
relation  of  tenants  in  common  of  personal  chattels,  we  have  determined 
in  accordance  with  the  principles  I have  stated.  If,  in  the  act  complained 
of,  the  defendant  has  in  fact  transgressed  the  plaintiff’s  right,  and  occa- 
sioned injury  to  such  an  extent  as  would  have  justified  this  verdict, 
he  has  doubtless  other  remedies  open  to  him.  We  cannot  stretch  the 
law  to  meet  any  supposed  equity  of  the  case.  The  objection  was  for- 
mally taken  at  the  trial,  and  expressly  reserved,  and  if  there  could  be 
any  doubt  whether  the  facts  on  which  it  is  founded  were  sufficiently 
established  by  the  evidence  given  at  nisi  prius,  that  would  not  be 
material,  for  the  objection  stands  prominently  forward  upon  the  record. 
The  plaintiff  in  his  replication  repels  the  defence  specially  pleaded,  by 
setting  out  himself  the  facts  of  the  partner’s  death,  the  will  appointing- 
the  plaintiff  his  executor,  and  his  suing  out  probate,  &c.  And  there  is 
no  point  clearer  than  that  laid  down  in  Le  Bret  v.  Papillion  (e),  Kirk  v. 
Kowill  et  ah,  (/),  and  in  Plowden,  66,  that  so  far  as  matter  of  substance 
is  concerned,  the  court  are  ex-officio  bound  to  give  such  judgment  as 
appears  upon  the  whole  record  to  be  proper,  without  regard  to  other 
issues  found,  or  confessed  : so  that  whenever  they  can  see  plainly  in  the 
record  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  title  to  the  action  which  he  has  brought, 
they  may  and  ought  to  give  judgment  accordingly.  And  it  may  be 
observed  further  in  this  case,  that  upon  the  facts  which  the  plaintiff  him- 
self has  placed  upon  the  record,  there  would  be  ground  for  objecting  that 
this  defendant  as  executor  had  in  truth  become  a partner  himself  with  the 
plaintiff,  in  carrying  on  business  with  the  goods  in  question  as  a joint 
stock,  and  therefore  that  the  objection  of  joint  tenancy  lies  directly  as 
between  the  two  in  its  plainest  form. 

Eule  absolute  for  nonsuit. 


{a)  I E.  R.  366. 

{d)  i Cameron,  370, 


id)  5 B.  & Aid,  395. 
(e)  4 Ea=.t,  502. 


(e)  I M.  & W.  688. 
(/)  I T,  R.  m8. 
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The  Queen  v.  Beekman. 

The  seller  of  flour  in  barrels  not  marked  or  branded  under  4 & 5 Vic.  ch.  89, 
sec.  23,  is  not  liable  to  the  penalty  afi&xed  in  that  statute,  which  applies  only 
to  the  'manufacturer,  or  packer  ; and  magistrates  have  no  summary  jurisdic- 
tion when  the  accumulated  penalties  are  more  than  10/.  When  the  inspector 
in  a corporate  town  is  the  informer,  he  is  not  entitled  to  half  the  penalty.^ 

Blake  moved  to  quash  the  conviction  which  had  been  returned  in  this 
matter  by  the  convicting  justices,  in  the  following  form: — 

Home  district,  ) Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  26th  day  of  ISTovember, 
to  wit.  j 184:4,  at  the  city  of  Toronto,  in  the  Home  District, 
Archibald  McDonell,  of  the  said  city  of  Toronto  in  the  said  Home  Dis- 
trict, inspector  of  flour  and  meal  in  and  for  the  said  city  of  Toronto  per- 
sonally came  before  me,  William  Wakefield,  one  of  her  Majesty’s  justices 
of  the  peace  for  the  said  Home  District,  and  informed  me  that  E-obert 
Beekman,  of  the  said  city  of  Toronto,  gentleman,  as  agent  for  the  Bow- 
manville  Mills,  had  offered  for  sale,  in  the  said  city  of  Toronto,  376  barrels 
of  flour  packed  for  sale,  the  same  not  being  marked,  painted,  or  branded 
with  the  initials  of  the  Christian  name,  nor  the  surname  at  full  length,  of 
the  manufacturer  and  packer  of  the  said  flour,  on  either  of  the  ends  of  any 
one  of  the  said  376  barrels  of  flour,  or  on  any  other  part  of  any  or  either 
of  the  said  barrels  of  flour,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided ; whereupon  the  said  Eobert  Beekman,  after  being 
duly  summoned  to  answer  the  said  charge,  did  appear  before  us,  the  said 
William  Wakefield,  and  Samuel  G.  Lynn,  two  of  her  Majesty’s  justices 
of  the  peace  for  the  Home  District,  in  petit  sessions  met  and  assembled, 
and  say  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  the  offence  charged  in  the  information ; 
whereupon  we  the  said  justices,  did  proceed  to  examine  into  the  truth  of 
the  charge  contained  in  the  said  information,  and  on  the  26th  of  November 
aforesaid,  at  the  city  of  Toronto  aforesaid,  in  the  district  aforesaid,  one 
credible  witness,  to  wit  William  Knox,  of  the  said  city  of  Toronto,  gen- 
tleman, upon  his  oath  deposeth  and  saith,  that  he  had  in  his  warehouse 
at  the  Yon ge  Street  wharf,  in  the  said  city  of  Toronto,  376  barrels  of 
flour,  which  are  consigned  to  Eobert  Beekman,  Esquire,  agent  for  the 
Montreal  Insurance  Company,  and  that  the  said  flour  came  from  Bowman- 
ville,  per  John  Simpson  schooner,  the  marks  on  the  barrels  are  partly 
marked  Bowmanville  Mills,  196,  fine,  [B],  and  other,  Sutton’s  fine,  196, 
[B] ; several  persons  have  come  to  the  wharf  to  look  at  the  flour,  as  pur- 
chasers, and  Mr.  Beekman  admitted  to  me  having  offered  the  whole  for 
sale,  and  has  already  sold  250  barrels  of  the  same.  Therefore  it  mani- 
festly appearing  to  us,  that  the  said  Eobert  Beekman  is  guilty  of  the  said 
offence,  charged  upon  him  in,  the  said  information,  we  do  hereby  convict 
him  of  the  offence  aforesaid,  and  do  declare  and  adjudge,  that  he  the  said 
Eobert  Beekman  hath  forfeited  the  sum  of  two  shillings  of  lawful  money 
of  this  province,  for  each  and  every  barrel  of  the  said  376  barrels  of  flour 
so  offered  for  sale  by  him  as  aforesaid,  the  whole  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
37Z.  12s.,  of  lawful  money  aforesaid,  so  forfeited  by  the  said  Eobert  Beek- 
man^  for  his  offence  aforesaid,  to  be  paid  according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided.  Given  under  our  hands  and 
seals  the  26th  day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1844. 

(Signed),  William  Wakefield,  J.P.,  [L.S.] 

S.  G.  Lynn.  [L.S.] 
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Blalce,  in  support  of  the  motion.  The  conviction  is  under  statute  4 & 5 
Vic.  ch.  89,  sec.  23,  “ And  be  it  enacted,  that  from  and  after  the  passing 
of  this  act,  each  and  every  manufacturer  and  packer  of  flour  and  meal  in 
this  province  shall  provide  himself  with  iron  or  metal  brands  or  other 
instruments  or  materials  by  which  he  shall  brand,  paint  or  mark,  or  cause 
to  be  branded,  painted  or  marked,  the  initials  of  his  Christian  name,  and 
his  surname  at  full  length,  and  the  place  of  packing,  the  quality  and 
weight  of  the  flour  or  meal  therein  contained,  and  the  tare  of  the  cask,  on 
one  end  of  each  and  every  barrel  or  half  barrel  of  flour  or  meal  packed  for 
sale  in  a plain  and  distinguishable  manner  before  delivery  thereof,  under 
the  penalty  of  two  shillings  for  each  and  every  barrel  or  half  barrel  of 
flour  or  meal  packed  in  this  province  and  so  delivered  or  offered  for  sale, 
inspection  or  exportation  without  such  brands  or  marks.”  After  reading 
this  clause,  it  is  clear  that  the  manufacturer  and  packer  are  the  only  per- 
sons who  are  made  liable,  and  here  the  person  convicted  is  not  shewn  to 
have  been  either  manufacturer  or  packer.  Again,  under  the  26th  section, 
the  magistrates  have  no  jurisdiction  when  the  penalty  exceeds  10^.,  and 
here  the  amount  of  fine  imposed  is  on  the  aggregate  beyond  that  sum, 
which  renders  the  conviction  clearly  bad.  It  would  be  desirable,  also,  if 
the  court  would  express  an  opinion  whether,  under  the  26th  section  of 
the  act,  the  inspector,  being  the  informant  or  prosecutor,  is  entitled  to 
any  part  of  the  penalty. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron  shewed  cause,  and  referred  to  the  various  clauses 
of  the  act  bearing  upon  the  point,  and  admitted  that  the  conviction  seemed 
to  be  bad.  (a) 

(a)  III.  And  be  it  enacted,  that  the  mayor  of  the  said  cities  of  Quebec,  Mon- 
treal and  Toronto,  or  of  the  town  of  Kingston,  respectively,  and  the  warden  or 
chief  municipal  officer  of  any  other  place  as  aforesaid,  for  the  time  being,  shall 
and  may  from  time  to  time,  by  an  instrument  under  his  hand  and  the  seal  of 
the  corporation,  nominate  and  appoint  an  inspector  of  flour  and  meal,  for  each 
of  the  said  cities  and  towns  and  other  places,  as  aforesaid,  and  may  from  time 
to  time  remove  any  such  inspector  and  appoint  another  in  his  stead  , but  no 
person  shall  be  appointed  as  such  inspector  who  shall  not  previously  to  his 
appointment  as  such  have  undergone  an  examination  before  the  board  of 
examiners  of  the  place  for  which  he  his  to  be  appointed,  as  to  fitness  of  character 
and  capacity,  in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided ; nor  shall  any  person  be 
appointed  an  inspector  of  flour  and  meal  unless  approved  of  and  recommended 
as  such  by  such  board  of  examiners,  or  a majority  of  them,  pursuant  ho  such 
examination  ; nor  in  any  place  in  which  there  shall  be  a board  of  trade,  except 
on  the  requisition  of  such  board,  with  which  the  mayor  or  chief  municipal 
officer  shall  be  bound  to  comply,  and  before  any  inspector  shall  act  as  such,  he 
shall  furnish  two  good  and  sufficient  sureties,  jointly  and  severally  with  himself, 
for  the  due  performance  of  the  duties  of  his  office,  in  the  sum  of  five  hundred 
pounds,  currency,  if  such  inspector  be  appointed  for  the  city  of  Quebec  or 
for  the  city  of  Montreal,  and  in  the  sum  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  pounds  cur- 
rency, if  such  inspector  be  appointed  for  the  city  of  Toronto  or  for  the  towns  o 1 
Kingston  and  Hamilton,  or  for  any  other  place  for  which  an  inspector  m^  be 
appointed,  and  such  sureties  shall  be  approved  by  the  mayor  or  other  chief 
municipal  officer  by  whom  the  inspector  shall  have  been  appointed,  in  whose 
keeping  the  bond  shall  remain  ; and  the  bond  shall  be  executed  to  her  Majesty, 
her  heirs  and  successors,  in  the  forms  used  with  regard  to  sureties  from  persons 
appointed  to  offices  of  trust  in  this  province,  and  shall  avail  to  the  crown  and  to 
all  persons  whomsoever  who  shall  or  may  be  aggrieved  by  any  breach  of  the 
conditions  thereof ; and  no  such  inspector  shall  allow  any  person  whomsover 
to  act  for  him  about  the  duties  of  his  office,  excepting  only  his  sworn  assistant  or 
assistants,  to  be  appointed  in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided. 

XXVI.  And  be  it  enacted,  that  all  fines,  penalties  and  forfeitures,  imposed  by 
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Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  offence  charged  upon  him  in  the  conviction  is, 
that  “ as  agent  for  the  Bowmanville  Mills,  he  had  offered  for  sale  in  the 
city  of  Toronto,  376  barrels  of  flour,  packed  for  sale,  the  same  not  being- 
marked,  painted  or  branded  -with  the  initials  of, the  Christian  name,  or 
surname  at  full  length,  of  its  manufacturer  and  packer,  on  either  of  the 
ends  of  any  one  of  the  said  37 6 barrels  of  flour,  or  on  any  other  part  of 
any  or  either  of  them,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute.”  It  is  not. 
stated  that  Bowmanville  is  in  this  province,  or  where  the  defendant  offered 
the  flour  for  sale,  or  by  whom  it  was  manufactured  or  packed  ; but  the 
defendant  is  convicted  of  the  offence  aforesaid,”  in  the  penalty  of  two 
shillings  for  each  and  every  barrel  of  the  said  376  barrels  of  flour  so 
ofered  for  sale  hy  Mm  os  aforesaid^  “ the  whole  amounting  to  37?.  12s., 
so  forfeited  by  the  defendant  for  his  offence  aforesaid,  to  be  paid  accord- 
ing to  the  statute,  &c.”  The  information  is  said  to  have  been  given  by 
Archibald  McDonell,  Esq.,  inspector  of  flour  and  meal  for  the  city  of 
Toronto.  It  is  only  necessary  to  read  the  23rd  clause  of  the  statute  on 
which  this  conviction  is  founded,  to  see  at  once  that  the  whole  proceeding 
is  void.  First,  no  one  is  made  liable  to  the  penalty  but  the  manufacturer 
and  the  packer ; secondly,  it  clearly  only  applies  to  flour  made  in  this 
province,  which  is  not  stated  in  regard  to  this  flour  ; thirdly,  no  time  is 
laid  when  the  offence  was  committed  \ fourthly,  for  all  that  appears  it  may 
have  been  flour  manufactured  abroad ; fifthly,  the  magistrates  had  no 
power  to  adjudge  penalties  beyond  lOZ.  Upon  looking  over  the  act,  the 
inspector  must  be  looked  upon  as  a municipal  officer,  and  therefore  not 
entitled  to  any  part  of  the  penalty. 

Jones,  J.,  and  McLean,  J.,  concurred. 

Conviction  quashed. 


McFaul  V.  The  Montreal  Inland  Insurance  Company. 

Any  fraud,  concealment  or  misrepresentation  by  a party  ejecting  a policy  of 
insurance,  of  a matter  material  to  be  known  by  the  insurer,  will  avoid  the 
policy  . And  when  there  is  a condition  in  a policy  that  the  particulars  of  the 
loss  shall  be  given  to  the  insurer  under  oath  within  a specified  time  after  the 
loss  has  occurred,  the  insured  cannot  recover  on  the  policy  unless  the  condi- 
tion has  been  complied  with. 

The  plaintiff  sues  in  assumpsit  on  a policy  of  insurance  on  3000  bushels 
of  wheat,  on  a voyage  from  Presqu’  Isle  Lake  Ontario  to  Gananoque, 
in  the  schooner  Wellington,  the  risk  to  commence  on  the  8th  of  October, 

this  act,  not  exceeding  ten  pounds,  currency,  shall,  except  when  it  is  otherwise 
hereinbefore  provided,  be  recoverable  by  the  inspectors  or  by  any  other  person 
or  persons  suing  for  the  same,  in  a summary  way  before  any  two  of  her  Majes- 
ty’s justices  of  the  peace  for  the  district,  in  their  ordinary  or  other  sessions,  and 
may  in  default  of  payment  be  levied  by  warrant  of  distress,  to  be  issued  by  such 
justices  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  offender  ; and  where  the  same  shall 
exceed  ten  pounds,  currency,  they  may  be  sued  for  and  recovered  by  bill,  plaint, 
information  or  civil  action  in  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  be  levied 
by  execution  as  in  case  of  debt,  and  the  moiety  of  all  such  fines  (except  such  as 
may  be  hereinbefore  otherwise  applied)  when  recovered,  shall  immediately  be 
paid  into  the  hands  of  the  treasurer  of  the  city,  town  or  place,  for  the  public  uses 
of  the  corporation  thereof,  and  the  other  moiety  shall  belong  to  and  be  paid  to 
the  person  who  shall  sue  for  the  same : Provided  always,  that  if  any  officer  of 
such  corporation  be  the  prosecutor,  the  whole  penalty  shall  belong  to  the  corpo- 
ration for  the  uses  aforesaid. 
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1843,  at  noon.  The  policy  as  set  out  in  the  declaration  contained  a 
condition  that  notice  in  writing  and  proof  by  protest  and  affidavits  of  the 
loss  or  damage  should  be  furnished  within  sixty  days  after  the  loss;  and 
the  plaintiff  averred  that  the  wheat  was  shipped  on  the  8th  of  October, 
1843,  at  Presqu’  Isle;  that  on  that  day  and  after  the  commencement  of 
the  risk,  the  schooner  set  sail  from  Presqu’  Isle  for  Gananoque,  and  was 
lost  on  her  voyage,  with  her  cargo  ; and  that  proper  notice  of  the  loss  by 
protest  and  affidavits  as  required  by  the  policy  was  given  to  the  defen- 
dants within  sixty  days.  The  defendants  pleaded,  1st,  That  the  policy 
^‘was  obtained  by  fraud  and  the  wrongful  concealment  of  certain  material 
information,  which  ought  to  have  been  communicated  to  the  defendants, 
and  by  the  misrepresentation  of  the  plaintiff,”  and  was  therefore  void  in 
law.  2nd,  Unseaworthiness.  3rd,  That  the  wheat  was  not  shipped 
and  laden  at  Presqu’  Isle,  to  be  carried  from  thence  to  Gananoque,  as  the 
plaintiff  alleges.  4th,  That  the  wheat  was  not  lost  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  risk.  5th,  That  the  plaintiff  did  not  within  sixty  days  give 
notice  of  the  loss  by  proper  protest  and  affidavits,  as  alleged.  Upon  these 
pleas  the  plaintiff  took  issue.  The  cause  came  on  for  trial  at  the  autumn 
assizes  for  the  Midland  District,  before  Mr.  Justice  Hagerman,  when  it 
appeared  in  evidence  that  the  schooner  had  taken  in  the  wheat  which 
was  insured  at  Wellington,  on  Lake  Ontario,  and  not  at  Presqu’  Isle;  that 
on  the  6th  of  October,  she  was  met  on  her  way  from  Port  Wellington  by 
another  schooner,  the  iMayffower,  which  put  into  Port  Wellington  and 
there  took  in  cargo ; that  while  the  latter  schooner  was  there,  a severe 
gale  sprung  up  from  the  east,  which  compelled  her  to  put  out  into  the 
lake,  and  to  run  before  the  wind  into  Presqu’  Isle  bay,  which  she  reached 
on  Saturday  afternoon,  the  7th  of  October ; that  about  6 o’clock  that 
evening,  the  gale  continued  to  blow  very  hard,  the  Wellington  also  came 
into  Presqu’  Isle  bay,  and  anchored.  Both  vessels  were  detained  there 
by  stress  of  weather,  until  Sunday  afternoon,  8th  of  October,  between 
3 and  4 o’clock,  when  they  sailed  for  Kingston,  with  a light  favourable 
breeze,  which  continued  until  seven  or  eight  o’clock  in  the  evening,  when 
the  Wellington  being  a-head  and  in  sight,  and  both  vessels  under  easy 
sail,  a sudden  squall  came  up  from  the  south-west,  which  compelled  the 
Mayflower  to  lower  sail  and  run  before  the  wind  to  Kingston,  where  she 
arrived  about  noon  on  Monday,  9th  October.  The  master  of  the  May- 
flower saw  the  Wellington  just  before  the  squall,  with  her  sails  up,  when 
the  weather  immediately  becoming  very  rough  and  dark,  he  saw  nothing 
more  of  her,  and  passing  soon  afterwards  over  the  track  where  he  sup- 
posed he  had  last  seen  her,  he  saw  some  pieces  of  board  floating,  which  he 
thought  at  the  time  had  come  from  her  deck.  The  master  of  the  May- 
flower also  saw  the  crew  of  the  Wellington  doing  some  slight  repairs  to 
her,  while  they  were  together  in  Presqu’  Isle  Harbour,  but  she  left  there 
in  good  sailing  order.  The  evidence  of  the  master  of  another  schooner, 
the  Kelson,  left  no  room  for  doubt  that  before  the  insurance  was  effected 
the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  Wellington  had  been  driven  by  the  gale  of 
Saturday  up  the  lake  to  Presqu’  Isle,  and  that  some  of  the  wheat  had 
been  wetted  by  the  waves  breaking  into  the  hold ; that  she  had  been 
seen  on  Sunday  evening,  the  8th,  on  her  way  to  Kingston,  by  the  master 
of  the  Kelson,  and  had  not  arrived  ; although  the  Kelson  had  got  in  some 
hours  before  the  insurance  was  effected.  It  was  proved,  also,  that  the 
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plaintiff  had  attempted  to  insure  at  another  office,  and  the  risk  had  been 
declined.  On  the  17th  of  October,  the  plaintiff  made  a protest  of  the 
loss  of  the  schooner,  but  it  was  not  shewn  that  any  affidavit  of  the  loss 
had  ever  been  made  or  furnished  to  the  defendants  as  the  policy  required, 
though  it  was  shewn  that  the  defendant’s  agent  expressed  himself  satisfied 
that  the  vessel  was  lost.  Upon  these  facts  the  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff 
71 5Z.  3s.  damages,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter 
a nonsuit  upon  the  point  raised  on  the  want  of  evidence  of  the  affidavit  of 
the  loss. 

Gam'pbell,  of  Kingston,  moved  accordingly,  or  for  a new  trial  on  the 
law  and  evidence. 

Harrison,  Q.  C.,  shewed  cause,  contending  that  the  plaintiff  was  at  any 
rate  entitled  to  a return  of  the  premium  paid  for  the  insurance,  if  he  was 
deprived  of  the  benefit  of  the  policy. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendants  must  prevail 
on  the  point  reserved,  as  a ground  of  nonsuit.  It  is  a usual  condition  in 
policies  of  insurance,  that  the  loss  shall  be  established  bj^^  affidavit,  because 
the  insurers  may  be  desirous  of  having  all  the  particulars  detailed  on  oath. 
If  the  production  of  the  affidavit  had  been  dispensed  with,  still,as  the  plain- 
tiff in  his  declaration  averred  that  he  had  performed  that  condition  prece- 
dent, he  was  bound  to  prove  it.  If  he  meant  to  rely  on  the  defendant’s 
having  received  a statement  not  on  oath  as  an  equivalent,  or  that  he  had  on 
any  ground  dispensed  with  it,  and  discharged  him  from  the  performance  of 
that  condition,  he  should  have  framed  his  declaration  accordingly.  If  we 
had  not  found  it  necessary  to  direct  a nonsuit  on  this  ground,  we  would 
not  have  refused  a new  trial,  on  the  evidence,  for  nothing  can  be  clearer 
than  that  the  law  exacts  the  utmost  good  faith  in  these  transactions,  and 
there  is  strong  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  obtain  his  insurance 
fairly,  but  that  on  the  contrary,  he  concealed  important  facts  that  were 
known  to  himself,  and  which  would  most  probably  have  led  the  defen- 
dants to  decline  the  risk,  or  at  least  to  exact  a different  rate  of  premium. 
The  defendants  imagined  they  were  taking  a risk  under  ordinary  circum- 
stances, on  a vessel  lying  at  Presqu’  Isle,  as  her  intended  place  of  depar- 
ture, freighted  from  thence  to  Kingston,  and  expected  to  have  sailed  in 
the  common  course  of  lake  voyages,  on  the  preceding  day,  8th  October. 
The  fact  was,  the  vessel  had  left  Wellington  on  the  6th,  for  Kingston, 
was  exposed  to  a violent  gale  which  drove  her  above  Wellington,  and 
compelled  her  to  take  refuge  in  Presqu’  Isle,where  but  for  this  fact  (known 
as  it  seems  to  the  plaintiff)  she  had  no  business  to  be  ; that  in  this  gale 
she  received  some  damage,  and  the  cargo  was  at  least  partially  wet ; that 
she  had  been  seen  to  leave  Presqu’  Isle,  on  the  7th  in  the  evening;  was 
known  to  have  been  caught  in  a sudden  and  violent  squall,  in  which  it 
was  feared  she  had  been  lost ; that  the  other  vessels  then  near  her  had 
arrived,  and  that  consequently  at  the  time  the  risk  was  taken  she  was  a 
missing  vessel.  Under  such  circumstances  there  can  be  no  question  that 
the  jury  should  not  have  found  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  In  such  tran- 
sactions, almost  more  than  in  any  others,  the  utmost  good  faith  should 
prevail.  Any  suppression  of  a fact,  on  which  it  may  be  important  to  the 
insuer  that  he  should  be  allowed  to  exercise  his  judgment,  either  as  to 
taking  or  refusing  the  risk,  or  in  fixing  the  rate  of  premium,  invalidates  the 
policy.  As  to  the  return  of  the  premium,  it  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
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claimed  as  an  alternative  at  the  trial ; and  if  it  had  been,  the  more 
modern  decisions  seem  to  be  against  its  return,  where  there  has  been 
actual  fraud,  as  there  seems  to  have  been  here. 

Jones,  J. — The  grounds  of  concealment  on  the  part  of  the  paintiff  are 
clearly  such  as  render  void  the  policy.  There  were  many  authorities 
cited  to  shew  that  the  verdict  was  right.  The  case  of  Westbury  v.  Aber- 
dein,  {a)  is  very  like  the  present,  and  upon  this  alone  we  must  hold  that 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover.  I am  also  of  opinion,  that  the  affidavit 
required  to  be  furnished  was  a condition  precedent  to  the  plaintiff's  right 
to  recover  and  was  not  dispensed  with,  (h) 

McLean,  J. — On  the  trial  of  this  cause,  several  objections  were  urged 
by  the  defendant's  counsel,  the  principal  of  which  were,  first,  that  by  the 
evidence,  it  appeared,  that  certain  important  facts,  known  to  the  plaintiff, 
as  to  the  Wellington  having  sailed  from  Presqu’  Isle  before  another  vessel, 
which  had  arrived  at  Kingston,and  having  last  been  seen  in  a heavy  squall 
of  wind  were  not  communicated  to  the  agent  of  the  defendants,  though 
necessary  to  enable  him  to  judge  of  the  risk,  and  the  rate  of  insurance;  and 
secondly, that  even  if  such  were  not  the  case,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  recover,inasmuch  as  he  did  not  shew  performance  of  a condition  prece- 
dent on  his  part  specified  in  the  policy,  “ giving  notice  in  writing,  and 
proof  by  proper  protests  and  affidavits  of  the  loss  and  damage,  and  the 
manner  in  which  the  same  happened,  or  has  been  occasioned,  to  the 
manager,  or  some  authorized  agent  of  the  defendants,  within  sixty  days 
after  such  loss  or  damage  happened."  If  either  of  these  grounds  is  tenable, 
the  verdict  must  be  set  aside.  There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  the  con- 
cealment of  any  fact  known  to  the  assured  or  his  agent,  at  the  time  the 
insurance  is  effected,  which  is  calculated  to  affect  the  risk,  or  which  the 
underwriter  ought  to  know  to  enable  him  to  form  his  judgmeut  as  to  the 
extent  of  such  risk,  or  the  propriety  of  taking  it,  will  vitiate  and  make  void 
any  policy  obtained  under  such  circumstances.  It  is  even  held  necessary 
to  communicate  everything  the  party  knows  as  to  rumours  which  he  may 
have  heard,  even  though  such  rumours  should  turn  out  to  be  unfounded, 
and  the  reason  is,  that  the  insurer  may  know  everything  which  may  affect 
his  judgment  in  taking  the  risk,  (c)  JSTow,  in  this  case,  it  appears  from 
the  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff  was  aware  that  the  Wellington  had  sailed 
from  Presqu'  Isle  before  two  schooners,  which  had  arrived  in  Kingston, 
one  in  the  course  of  the  day,  and  one  in  the  evening  on  which  the  insurance 
was  effected.  It  was  also  known,  that  the  Wellington  was  last  seen  in  a 
heavy  squall,  to  which  the  other  schooners  were  also  exposed,  and  it  was 
also  shown  that  the  plaintiff  had  applied  to  the  agent  of  another  insurance 
company,  who,  on  learning  these  circumstances,  declined  the  risk.  All 
these  matters  seem  to  me  to  have  been  most  important  for  the  defendant’s 
agent  to  know.  Had  he  been  informed  of  them,  he  probably  would  not 
have  taken  the  risk ; or,  if  he  had  thought  it  prudent  to  do  so,  he  might 
have  exacted  a much  higher  rate  of  premium.  It  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  stated  to  the  defendant’s  agent,  that  the  Wellington  had  left  Presqu' 
Isle  at  all,  though  that  fact  was  well  known  to  the  plaintiff,  he  having 
seen  and  conversed  with  the  master  of  another  vessel,  w’-ho  had  informed 


{a)  2 M.  & W.  267. 
(c)  14  East.  494. 


(h)  6 T.  E.  710;  4 Taunt.  642. 
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him  of  it.  !N  ow  had  the  defendant’s  agent  been  told  that  the  Wellington 
had  sailed  between  3 and  4 o’clock  on  Sunday  afternoon,  and  had  not 
arrived  at  Kingston  at  7 or  8 o’clock  on  Monday  evening,  being  aware  of 
the  distance,  and  of  the  state  of  the  weather,  he  would  no  doubt  have 
considered  the  risk  greatly  increased,  and  would  probably  have  refused  it, 
or  would  have  asked  a corresponding  price,  and  not  merely  the  rate 
required  in  consequence  of  the  lateness  of  the  season,  and  the  nature  of 
the  cargo.  On  the  ground,  therefore,  of  concealment  of  important  facts, 
which  ought  to  have  been  made  known,  (and  whether  such  concealment- 
has  arisen  from  a fraudulent  motive  or  from  mere  inadvertence,  does  not 
appear  to  me  to  make  any  difference,)!  think  the  policy  in  this  case  is  void. 
But  if  it  were  not  so,  I think  he  could  not  recover  without  proof  of 
having  given  proper  protests  and  affidavits  of  the  loss,  within  60  days  af- 
ter the  loss.  The  protests  seem  to  have  been  deemed  necessary  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  were  accordingly  prepared  and  given,  but  the  affidavits  were 
quite  as  necessary,  and  even  more  so  than  the  protests,  and  it  is  an  ex- 
press part  of  the  agreement,  that  the  defendants  shall  not  be  liable  to 
make  good,  or  pay,  any  loss  or  damage  under  that  policy,  unless  notice  in 
writing,  and  proof  by  proper  protests  and  affidavits,  of  such  loss  or  dam- 
age, &c.,  shall  be  given  within  60  days  after  the  loss.  The  plaintiff  has 
undertaken  to  produce  such  protests  and  affidavits,  to  entitle  him  to  be 
paid  his  loss.  It  does  not  rest  with  him  to  say  that  they  cannot,  or  that 
either  of  them  cannot,  be  produced.  The  case  of  Worsley,  v.  Wood  & 
Co.,  (a)  is  an  express  authority  on  this  point.  On  both  these  grounds, 
I think,  this  action  cannot  be  maintained. 


Honeywell  v.  Davis. 

In  an  action  on  the  case  on  the  warranty  of  a horse,  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  the 

warranty  is  put  in  issue. 

Action  on  the  case  for  deceitfully  selling  to  the  plaintiff  an  unsound 
horse,  which  the  plaintiff  warranted  to  be  sound.  Plea,  not  guilty.  At 
the  trial  the  plaintiff  was  not  prepared  to  prove  a warranty,  which 
he  contended  was  admitted  by  the  plea  on  the  record,  but  the  learned 
judge,  Mr.  Justice  Hagerman,  not  being  of  that  opinion,  the  defendant 
had  a verdict. 

Craioford  moved  against  this  verdict  as  being  contrary  to  law  and 
evidence,  and  for  misdirection,  and  he  urged  that  the  general  issue  in 
case  under  the  new  rules,  denying  only  the  lorongfid  act,  the  warranty 
was  admitted,  and  the  sale  only  brought  in  question. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  think  the  general  issue  denied  not  merely  the 
sale,  but  the  warranty.  The  alleged  deceit  was  not  the  bare  fact  of 
selling  an  unsound  horse,  which  any  person  may  well  do,  but  selling  an 
unsound  horse,  warranting  him  to  be  sound,  and  when  the  defendant 
denies  the  deceit  charge,  he  denies  both  the  sale  and  the  warranty. 

* Eule  discharged. 


{a)  6 T.  R,  710- 
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Henderson  v.  Stephens  et  al. 

In  dower  the  tenant  cannot  cast  an  essoign  himself,  by  an  entry  made  in  his 
own  name,  but  it  must  be  done  by  some  third  party.  Semble,  process  in  dower 
cannot  be  issued  from  a deputy’s  office  in  an  outer  district. 

Crawford  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  writ  of  grand  cape  in 
dower  in  this  cause,  for  irregularity,  on  the  ground  that  the  tenants  had 
cast  an  essoign,  and  that  the  demandant  did  not  proceed  according  to  the 
practice  in  dower  in  adjourning  the  essoign.  It  appeared  that  the  writ  of 
summons  was  returnable  on  the  last  day  of  Michaelmas  Term,  being  the 
17th  August  last,  and  on  the  21st  August  the  tenants  filed  with  the 
deputy  clerk  of  the  crown,  from  whose  office  the  writ  had  issued,  what 
they  called  an  essoign,  and  on  the  18th  September  the  demandant  sued 
out  the  writ  of  grand  cape,  returnable  on  the  first  of  Hilary  Term.  On 
the  16th  August^  Mr.  Tairfield,  an  attorney,  wrote  to  the  demandant’s 
attorney,  that  he  appeared  for  the  tenants,  and  requested  to  have  the 
declaration.  The  essoign  was  entered  in  the  name  of  the  tenants,  and 
was  subscribed  by  them.  It  contained  merely  the  words  “Essoign  for  I>, 
W.  & A.  P.,”  and  was  signed  by  the  tenants  in  person. 

J.  Duggan  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J.,  delivered  judgment.  The  attempt  to  revive  the  old 
English  practice  of  casting  an  essoign,  is  embarrassing  very  unnecessarily 
the  administration  of  justice,  and  in  this  country,  in  the  present  state  of 
society,  there  is  great  absurdity  in  it,  The  case  of  Anson  v.  Jefferson  (a), 
shews  how  reluctant  the  courts  in  England  were  to  give  countenance  to 
it,  nearly  a century  ago.  After  considering  that  case,  and  reading  what 
is  said  of  essoigns  in  1,  Eeeve’s  history  of  the  Common  Law,  406,  411, 
413  j Gilbert’s  Com.  PI.  13  ; and  Koscoe  and  Eeal  Actions,  where  he 
treats  of  essoigns ; we  are  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 
It  seems  that  the  tenants  had  actually  employed  an  attorney  to  represent 
them,  who  had  communicated  with  the  attorney  of  the  demandants 
respecting  the  declaration  in  dower  j then  if  the  tenants  are  nevertheless 
to  be  considered  as  not  having  appeared  by  attorney,  because  the  attorney 
had  not  appeared  for  them  of  record,  still  it  was  irregular  in  them  to  cast 
an  essoign  themselves,  by  this  entry  made  in  their  own  names,  for  an 
essoign  is  the  sending  an  excuse  by  a third  party  (as  a servant  or  other 
person)  for  not  appearing ; and  besides  this  essoign  is  entered  in  the 
office  in  the  country,  and  if  the  practice  of  essoigns  could  be  applied  to 
actions  carried  on  in  the  district  offices,  under  the  general  language  used 
in  the  King’s  Bench  Act  2,  Geo.  lY.,  ch.  1,  then  the  same  rule  of  con- 
struction would  compel  the  party  to  appear  in  eight  days  after  the  return 
of  the  writ,  in  all  such  actions  as  can  be  carried  on  there. 

Rule  discharged. 

End  of  Easter  Term,  8 Victoria. 


(a)  2 Wils.,164. 


QUEEN’S  BENCH. 

EASTER  TERM,  8 & 9 VICTORIA, 

SATURDAY,  I4TH  JUNE,  1845. 


Present, — The  Chief  Justice, 

Mr.  Justice  McLean, 

Mr.  Justice  Hagerman. 

Mr.  Justice  Macaulay  absent  in  England,  and 
Mr.  Justice  Jones  sitting  in  the  Practice  Court. 

Mr.  Justice  Hagerman  having  presided  in  the  Practice  Court  last  term 
delivered  no  judgment  in  any  of  the  cases  decided  this  day,  as  they  had  all  been 
argued  while  he  was  absent  in  the  other  court, 


Baby  v.  Davenport. 

Where  in  debt  on  bond  conditioned  for  the  performance  of  an  award  on  a submis- 
sion of  all  matters  in  difference,  the  defendant  pleaded  no  award,  and  the  plain- 
tiff replied  setting  out  an  award  on  one  subject  matter,  for  the  payment  by  the 
defendant  of  a certain  sum  of  money  to  the  plaintiff,  and  averred  that  the  par- 
ties had  agreed  to  withdraw  all  except  that  subject  matter  from  the  consideration 
of  the  arbitrators,  and  to  settle  the  other  matters  in  difference  themselves  but  if 
they  could  not  settle  the  other  matters  themselves,  then  to  refer  them  back  to 
the  arbitrators,  and  that  they  could  not  settle  them  themselves,  but  referred  them 
back  to  the  arbitrators,  who  within  the  time  for  making  the  award  under  the 
submission,  awarded  on  the  other  matters  in  difference  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff, 
also,  and  then  set  out  as  a breach  the  non-payment  of  the  money  under  the  awards 
to  which  the  defendant  demurred  specially.  The  court  held  the  first  award 
clearly  good,  and  semble  that  the  second  was  good  also. 

Debt  on  bond.  The  defendant  setting  out  the  bond  and  condition  on 
oyer,  which  was  for  the  reference  of  all  matters  in  difference  between  the 
parties,  to  the  award,  &c.  of  Thomas  Paxton  and  Charles  Kennedy,  and 
William  Anderton  as  umpire,  so  as  the  award  should  be  made  in  writing 
before  the  first  day  of  May  then  next,  pleaded  no  award.  To  this  plea, 
the  plaintiff  replied  : that  the  said  arbitrators  in  the  said  condition  of 
the  said  writing  obligatory  mentioned,  after  the  making  of  the  said 
writing  obligatory,  and  within  the  time  limited  and  appointed  by  the 
said  condition  for  the  making  of  their  award  of  and  concerning  the 
premises,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  18th  of  April,  1843,  having  taken  upon* 
themselves  the  burthen  of  the  said  arbitrament,  did,  in  due  manner,  make 
their  award  in  writing,  of  and  concerning  the  sum  of  money  due  to  the 
plaintiff  for  repairing  and  making  in  a tenantable  condition  a certain 
ferry  wharf  rented  by  the  defendant  and  the  said  Lewis  Davenport 
from  the  plaintiff  at  the  expiration  of  the  occupancy  of  the  wharf  by 
the  defendant  and  the  said  Lewis  Davenport,  and  referred  to  the  said 
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arbitrators  among  other  matters  in  dispute,  by  the  said  plaintiff  of  the  one 
part,  and  the  said  defendant  and  Lewis  Davenport  of  the  other  part,  in 
the  said  condition  mentioned,  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  parties  in 
difference,  or  such  of  them  as  sliould  require  the  same ; by  which  said 
award,  they  the  said  arbitrators  did  determine  and  award  that  the  said 
defendant  and  the  said  Lewis  Davenport  should  pay  to  the  said  plaintiff 
the  sum  of  37/.  IO5.  currency,  in  good  and  lawful  money  of  Upper 
Canada,  for  repairs  of  the  said  wharf ; and  further,  that  as  the  above 
named  bound  authorised  them  to  arbitrate  all  matters  depending  between 
the  said  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  defendant  and  Lewis  Daven- 
port of  the  other  part,  they  had  (at  their  request)  waived  going  into  any 
decision,  save  as  to  the  wharf,  at  the  then  present  time,  and  upon  the 
ovent  of  their  disagreeing  upon  other  matters  concerning  the  said  occu- 
pancy, they  the  said  arbitrators  should  be  prepared  to  resume  the  arbi- 
tration and  decision  of  the  same  ; and  they  the  said  arbitrators  did  further 
decide,  that  the  sum  of  five  pounds  should  be  paid  for  the  above  award, 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  and  the  said  defendant,  and  the  said  Lewis  Daven- 
port, should  respectively  pay  2/.  10s.  for  the  same,  of  which  said  award 
the  said  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit  on  the  18th  of  April  aforesaid  had 
notice.  And  the  plaintiff  saith,  that  at  the  hearing  of  the  matters  so 
referred  as  aforesaid  to  the  said  arbitrators,  and  before  the  making  gt  the 
said  award  of  and  concerning  the  said  sum  of  37/.  10s.,  to  wit  on  the 
said  18th  of  April,  1843,  it  was  expressly  agreed  upon  by  and  between 
the  plaintiff'  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendant  and  the  said  Lewis 
Davenport  of  the  other  part,  by  and  with  the  consent  and  approval  of  the 
said  arbitrators,  that  the  said  matters  so  as  aforesaid  referred,  excepting 
the  sum  of  37/.  lOs.  so  as  aforesaid  awarded  upon,  should  not  then  be 
awarded  upon  or  included  by  the  said  arbitrators  in  their  said  award,  but 
the  said  other  matters  not  then  awarded  upon  should  remain  over  an  d 
open  between  the  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  defendant  and 
the  said  Lewis  Davenport  of  the  other  part,  until  some  day  before  the 
said  1st  of  May,  1843,  and  before  the  time  of  the  making  of  their  the 
said  arbitrators’  award  of  all  matters  so  referred  to  them  as  aforesaid,  to 
afford  them  the  said  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendant  and  the 
said  Lewis  Davenport  of  the  other  part  an  opportunity  to  settle  among 
and  by  themselves  the  said  other  matters  so  referred,  and  not  included 
and  disposed  of  in  the  award  above  mentioned.  And  it  was  also  then 
and  there  agreed  upon  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  defendant  and  the  said  Lewis  Davenport,  by  and  with  the  con- 
sent and  approval  of  the  said  arbitrators,  that  in  the  event  of  the  said 
plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  defendant  and  the  said  Lewis 
Davenport  of  the  other  part,  disagreeing  upon  the  matters  not  so  included 
■and  disposed  of  in  the  award  firstly  above  mentioned,  and  so  agreed 
upon  and  consented  to  as  aforesaid,  that  they  should  have  an  opportu- 
nity to  arrange  and  settle  by  and  among  themselves  as  aforesaid,  that 
then  the  said  arbitrators  should  resume  the  arbitration  and  decision 
of  the  said  matters  so  referred  as  aforesaid.  And  the  plaintiff  fur- 
ther saith,  that  although  the  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defen- 
dant and  the  said  Lewis  Davenport  of  the  other  part,  had  the  oppor- 
tunity from  the  eighteenth  day  of  April  to  and  until  the  twenty-ninth 
day  of  the  same  month  of  April,  and  before  the  time  had  expired  in 
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the  submission  mentioned,  within  which  the  said  arbitrators  had  to 
make  their  award  of  and  concerning  all  matters  between  the  parties  so  as 
aforesaid  referred  to  them  the  said  arbitrators,  to  settle  and  arrange  the 
other  matters  in  the  said  submission  mentioned,  and  not  disposed  of  or 
awarded  upon  by  the  said  arbitrators  in  their  said  award  above  mentioned. 
Yet  the  plaintiff  saith,  that  he  himself  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendant 
and  the  said  Lewis  Davenport  of  the  other  part,  could  not  and  did  not 
arrange  or  settle  the  said  other  matters  not  so  disposed  of  and  awarded 
upon  by  the  arbitrators  as  aforesaid,  but  disagreed  and  could  not  and 
would  not  have  agreed  at  any  time  of  or  concerning  the  same,  to  wit,  on 
the  twenty-ninth  day  of  April,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  and  before  the  time 
had  expired  in  the  submission  aforesaid  mentioned  for  them  the  arbi- 
trators to  make  their  award  of  and  concerning  all  matters  between  the 
plaintiff  of  the  one  part  and  the  defendant  and  the  said  Lewis  Davenport 
of  the  other  part,  whereupon  all  matters  between  the  plaintiff  of  the  one 
part,  and  the  defendant  and  the  said  Lewis  Davenport  of  the  other  part, 
in  the  said  submission  mentioned,  were  again  brought  before  the  said 
arbitrators,  to  wit,  on  the  said  twenty-ninth  day  of  April  in  the  year  last 
aforesaid,  and  before  the  time  had  expired  for  them  the  said  arbitrators  to 
make  their  award  of  and  concerning  the  said  matters  in  the  said  submis- 
sion mentioned,  who  then  and  there  resumed  the  arbitration  and  decision 
of  the  same,  according  to  the  terms  and  tenor  of  the  said  submission,  by 
the  consent  of  the  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendant  and  the  said 
Lewis  Davenport  of  the  other  part.  Thereupon  the  plaintiff  saith  that 
the  said  arbitrators  in  the  said  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory 
mentioned  after  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  within 
the  time  limited  and  appointed  by  the  said  condition  for  the  making 
of  their  award  of  and  concerning  the  premises,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  29th 
of  April,  1843,  having  taken  upon  themselves  the  burthen  of  the  said 
arbitrament,did  in  due  manner  make  their  further  award  in  writing,  of 
and  concerning  certain  other  matters  in  dispute  in  the  said  condition 
mentioned,  and  thereby  referred  to  them  by  the  said  plaintiff  of  the  one 
part,  and  the  said  defendant  and  the  said  Lewis  Davenport  of  the  other 
part,  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  parties  in  difference,  or  such  of 
them  as  should  require  the  same  ; by  which  said  further  award  they  the 
said  arbitrators  diJ  decide  and  determine  that  the  said  defendant  and  the 
said  Lewis  Davenport  were  duly  bound  to  pay  to  the  said  plaintiff  the 
sum  of  4U.  15s.  Id.  of  good  and  lawful  money  of  Upper  Canada,  the 
said  sum  being  in  discharge  of  all  claims  whatsoever  between  the  respective 
parties,  in  addition  to  the  sum  of  37Z.  10s.  currency,  before  awarded  as 
due  from  the  said  defendant  and  the  said  Lewis  Davenport  to  the  said 
plaintiff;  and  they  did  further  decide  and  determine  that  the  said  defen- 
dant and  the  said  Lewis  Davenport  have  the  right  to  remove  off  and  from 
the  premises  of  the  said  plaintiff  any  building  or  buildings  they  might 
possess,  the  same  to  be  removed  on  or  before  the  first  of  June  then  proxi- 
mate ; and  they  the  said  arbitrators  did  farther  decide  that  the  said  par- 
ties should  pay  the  sum  of  3?.  currency,  for  the  above  award,  of  which 
said  further  award  the  said  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said 
29th  day  of  April,  had  notice  ; nevertheless  the  said  plaintiff  in  fact  saith 
that  neither  the  said  defendant,  nor  the  said  Lewis  Davenport,  did  or 
would  pay  to  the  said  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  37/.  IO5.,  in  the  said 
award  mentioned,  and  so  awarded  by  the  said  arbitrators  for  repairing 
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and  making  in  a tenan table  condition  the  said  ferry  wharf  rented  by  the 
said  defendant  and  the  said  Lewis  Davenport,  or  any  part  thereof, 
although  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  money  the  said  defendant  and  the  said 
Lewis  Davenport  were  often  requested  by  the  said  plainititf,  aud  the 
plaintiff  in  fact  further  saith  that  neither  the  said  defendant  nor  the  said 
Lewis  Davenport  did  nor  would  pay  to  the  said  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of 
41 Z.  15s.  IcZ.,  in  the  second  award  above  mentioned,  and  so  awarded  by 
the  said  arbitrators,  in  discharge  of  all  claims  whatsoever  between  the 
said  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  defendant  and  Lewis  Daven- 
port of  the  other  part,  in  addition  to  the.  sum  of  371.  10s.,  before 
awarded  to  the  said  plaintiff  or  any  part  thereof,  although  to  pay  the  said 
sum  of  money  last  mentioned,  the  said  defendant  and  said  Lewis  Daven- 
port were  often  requested  by  the  said  plaintiff,  and  this  the  said  plaintiff 
ready  to  verify.  The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  this  replication  be- 
cause although  it  is  stated  in  the  said  replication  that  it  was  expressly 
agreed  by  the  defendant  and  the  said  Lewis  Daveuport,that  the  said  arbitra- 
tors should  award  upon  the  matters  submitted  to  them  in  manner  and  at  the 
time  as  in  the  said  replication  mentioned,  yet  it  does  not  appear  by  the 
said  replication  that  the  said  agreement  was  under  seal  or  in  writing,  nor 
that  any  agreement  or  consent  in  said  replication  mentioned  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  and  the  said  Lewis  Davenport,  affecting  the  said  matters 
in  difference,  or  the  manner  in  which  the  same  or  any  of  them  were  arbi- 
trated upon,  was  under  seal  or  in  writing  ; and  that  the  said  replication  is 
double  in  this,  that  it  relies  upon  and  shews  breaches  in  respect  of  two 
awards ; and  that  the  said  replication  shews  that  the  said  arbitrators, 
after  making  an  award,  and  thereby  fulfilling  their  whole  authority,  pro- 
ceeded to  arbitrate  and  award  on  the  matters  submitted,  and  that  said  first 
award  was  not  final  or  conclusive  between  the  parties,  and  that  the  second 
breach  assigned  in  the  said  replication  is  not  sssigned  as  under  or  accord- 
ing to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Hagarty,  in  support  of  the  demuirer.— The  defendant’s  plea  of  no 
award,  is  supported  by  the  plaintifl’s  replication,  the  award  or  rather 
awards  set  out  being  clearly  insuflicient.  The  arbitrators  have  made  two 
awards;  the  first  is  bad,  for  defects  appearing  init,  and  the  second  cannot 
be  sustained  because  the  arbitrators  had  already  executed  the  authority 
given  to  them,  and  having  done  so  were  fundi  oficio.  When  parties 
refer  matters  in  difference  to  arbitration,  they  must  mean  that  those  dif- 
ferences shall  be  decided,  and  that  there  shall  not  be  merely  a partial 
performance  of  the  duty  of  the  arbitrators  in  respect  of  them.  When  an 
award  is  made  which  does  not  settle  all  the  matters  referred,  it  is  not 
considered  conclusive,  and  is  therefore  bad.  {a)  The  first  award  set  out 
in  the  replication  is  bad  on  that  ground,  and  its  want  of  finality  cannot 
be  cured  by  the  agreement  alleged  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
which  is  in  fact  attempting  to  do  away  with  the  effect  of  the  sealed  instru- 
ment of  submission  by  a verbal  arrangement.  The  arbitrators  have 
received  a power  to  themselves  again  to  act  in  the  settlement  of  the  dif- 
ferences between  the  parties,  and  that  reservation  is  beyond  their  power, 
even  though  it  be  made  with  the  assent  of  the  disputants.  Manser  v. 
Heaver  et  ah,  (5)  is  an  authority  in  point.  There  the  arbitrator  reserved 


(a)  8 East.  8 ; 8 East.  54. 
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to  himself  power  to  dispose  of  future  differences,  and  the  court  held  that 
that  part  of  his  award  which  was  affected  by  the  reservation,  was  bad,  and 
could  not  be  enforced.  Pedley  v.  Goddard  (a)  is  to  the  same  effect. 
The  second  award  cannot  be  sustained,  because  the  arbitrators  having 
•once  assumed  to  act,  their  authority  was  at  an  end,  and  if  the  parol  agree- 
ment set  out  in  the  replication  could  make  their  award  valid,  it  must  be 
under  a count  on  a parol  submission,  and  not  under  the  condition  in  the 
bond. 

J.  Hilly ard  Oameron  for  the  plaintiff. — The  second  award  can  hardly 
be  supported  under  the  submission,  and  the  plaintiff  is  therefore  prepared 
to  abandon  it  in  this  action,  though  he  will  rely  upon  it  hereafter  in  an 
action  upon  the  parol  submission  set  up  in  the  replication.  The  defendant 
by  his  demurrer  has  admitted  all  that  is  well  pleaded  in  the  replication, 
and  cannot  destroy  the  effect  of  the  verbal  agreement.  The  cases  cited 
as  to  excess  in  the  arbitrators’  assumption  of  authority  are  admitted  to  be 
good  law,  but  they  do  not  affect  this  case.  In  those  cases  there  was  no 
agreement  of  the  nature  pleaded  here,  and  it  is  only  necessary  to  look  at 
the  effect  of  that  agreement,  to  see  that  the  first  award  must  be  supported. 
The  plaintiff  says  that  the  arbitrators  were  proceeding  to  hear  the  matters  in 
■difference  between  him  and  the  defendant,  when  it  was  agreed  between  them 
that  there  should  be  nothing  then  decided  upon  by  the  arbitrators,  except 
one  matter,  and  that  they  should  endeavour  to  settle  the  other  matters  in 
dispute  by  themselves,and  if  unsuccessful,should  then  refer  them  back  to  the 
arbitrators,  and  that  in  consequence  of  that  agreement,  the  first  award  was 
made  only  on  the  subject  matter  which  they  did  not  withdraw  from  the  ar- 
bitrators’ consideration.  The  effect  of  the  whole  agreement  upon  the  first 
award  is  the  same  as  if  the  bond  of  submission  contained  a reference  of 
the  matter  awarded  on  alone,  and  the  other  matters  withdrawn  for  settle- 
ment by  the  parties  themselves,  had  never  been  introduced  into  it.  It 
Burely  cannot  be  seriously  argued  that  the  parties  have  not  a right  at  any 
time  before  the  award  is  made  to  limit  the  power  of  the  arbitrators,  by 
mutual  agreement,  and  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  an  award  would  not 
be  supported,  which  was  made  upon  all  matters  in  difference  submitted  to 
the  arbitrators,  when  a part  of  those  very  matters  had  been  withdrawn 
from  their  consideration  before  their  award  was  made.  The  cases  of 
Bird  V.  Cooper  et  al.  {h)  and  Wrightson  v.  By  water  et  al.  (c)  support 
this  view.  In  the  former  case  the  award  was  made  without  any  deter- 
mination of  a particular  question  as  to  the  property  of  certain  goods,  which 
was  the  point  principally  referred,  but  as  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had 
■abandoned  his  claim  for  the  goods  before  the  arbitrators,  the  award  was 
held  good.  In  the  latter  case,  the  parties  gave  the  arbitrators  power  to 
make  one  or  more  awards  in  his  discretion,  and  the  court  would  not  inter- 
fere with  what  he  had  chosen  to  do.  Here,  instead  of  the  arbitrators 
being  confined  in  the  first  instance  to  a particular  subject,  all  matters  in 
difference  were  submitted,  and  when  they  were  directed  subsequently  to 
•confine  their  award  to  only  a portion  of  those  matters,  they  were  bound 
by  that  direction  which  was  binding  on  the  parties  themselves,  and  their 
^ward  must  consequently  be  good. 

Eobinson,  C.  J.— -The  plaintiff  having  abandoned  that  part  of  his 


{a)  7 T.  R.  73. 


{b)  4 Dowl.  148, 


(c)  6 Dowl.  359, 
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replication  which  refers  to  the  secDnd  award,  we  give  no  opinion  on  that 
part  of  the  case.  As  regards  the  first  award,  we  have  considered  the 
cases  referred  to  by  the  defendant’s  counsel  in  the  argument.  They  tend 
only  to  establish  two  points,  upon  which  there  could  scarcely  be  any  dif- 
ference of  opinion,  namely  that  where  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  sub- 
mission and  award,  or  appears  otherwise  in  the  pleadings,  that  the  arbi- 
trators have  in  fact  not  decided  upon  some  matters  which  were  really  in 
dispute,  and  of  which  they  had  notice,  although  they  were  within  the  terms 
of  the  reference,  the  award  will  be  void ; and  secondly,  that  where  an  arbi- 
trator has  made  an  award,  by  which  he  professes  to  have  dealt  finally  with 
the  matters  submitted  to  him,  he  is  functus  o'fficio,  and  cannot  take  up  the 
matter  again,  and  add  to  or  alter  his  award,  even  for  the  purpose  of  cor- 
recting a manifest  error.  In  the  case  before  us,  nothing  is  specified  in  the 
submission  to  which  the  award  shows  the  arbitrators  have  not  applied 
themselves,  as  was  the  case  in  Eandall  v.  Eandall  (a).  The  submission 
is  in  the  usual  general  terms,  but  if  it  appeared  in  the  pleadings,  or  could 
be  shewn,  notwithstanding  these  general  terms,  th%t  there  were  matters  in 
dispute,  of  which  the  arbitrators  had  notice,  and  which  they  were 
requested  to  determine,  but  had  left  them  undisposed  of,  then  no  doubt 
the  award  would  for  that  reason  be  void  as  not  being  final.  But  this  is 
not  the  case ; on  the  contrary,  though  the  replication  sets  forth  that  there 
were  other  matters  in  dispute  besides  the  repairs  of  the  ferry  wharf,  &c., 
it  shews  that  such  matters  were  not  left  undetermined,  but  were  by  the 
assent  of  all  parties  finally  awarded  upon,  whether  in  a manner  that 
binds  the  parties  to  the  award  under  the  bonds  they  had  entered  into,  or 
that  binds  them  as  upon  a subsequent  parol  submission,  is  not,  we  think 
material  to  the  question.  The  principle  that  an  award  shall  be  void 
where  it  is  not  final,  goes  no  further  than  to  secure  to  the  parties  the  final 
adjustment  of  all  matters  in  difference  between  them,  of  which  the 
arbitrators  have  notice  and  upon  which  they  are  requested  to  award,  that 
is,  of  all  matters  within  the  submission.  But  this  replication  shews  that 
any  other  matters,  except  the  estimate  for  repairs  to  the  ferry  wharf,  were 
not  in  difference  between  the  parties,  on  the  18th  April,  when  the  arbi- 
trators were  considering  that  estimate,  that  is  they  had  not  finally  dif- 
ferred  about  them,  but  hoped  and  intended  to  settle  them  by  agree- 
ment, and  therefore  expressly  requested  the  arbitrators  not  to  notice  them,, 
until  it  should  be  seen  whether  they  could  not  themselves  arrange  them. 
What  the  defendant  contends  for  here  is,  that  the  arbitrator  must  settle 
every  matter  between  the  parties,  whether  he  hears  it  or  not,  and  must 
settle  all  at  the  same  time,  whether  the  parties  desire  it  or  not,  and  that 
he  cannot  for  their  convenience  and  at  their  request  forbear  for  a time  ta 
go  into  a particular  subject,  upon  the  understanding  that  he  may  do  so 
at  a future  day,  within  the  time  limited,  if  it  shall  prove  to  be  necessary. 
But  to  tie  up  the  parties  in  this  manner  would  be  very  inconsistent  with 
the  liberal  spirit  in  which  the  courts  are  disposed  to  favour  awards,  and 
to  support  the  acts  of  arbitrators  when  their  conduct  has  been  just  and 
reasonable,  and  not  repugnant  to  the  understanding  of  the  parties.  If 
there  were,  strictly  speaking,  an  irregularity  in  an  arbitrator  awarding  on 
one  day  on  one  matter  separately,  and  on  another  day  on  another 
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matter  (all  being  done  within  the  time  limited),  yet  when  such  a course 
is  taken  by  assent  of  parties,  I do  nob  know  how  we  can  deny  to  either 
party  the  benefit  of  the  maxims,  consensus  toll  'd  erroremy  and  conventm 
vincii  legem.  In  strictly  legal  proceedings,  things  are  done  every  day  by 
consent,  which  are  contrary  to  the  due  course  of  proceedings,  but  which 
are  yet  upheld  on  the  footing  of  such  consent.  But  we  see  nothing  illegal 
or  irregular  here,  taking  all  to  be  stated  correctly  in  the  pleadings,  and  we 
can  look  at  nothing  else.  Where  thete  are  several  issues  standing  for 
trial  by  a jury,  no  doubt  they  must  be  all  disposed  of,  or  the  verdict  will 
be  imperfect,  but  there  is  no  absolute  necessity  that  they  should  all  be 
found  by  the  jury  at  the  same  instant,  and  pronounced  upon  in  the  same 
breath.  If  to  prevent  confusion  in  the  minds  of  a jury,  or  for  any  cause, 
the  parties  should  desire  the  jury  first  to  hear  the  evidence  upon  one 
issue,  and  give  their  verdict  upon  that,  and  then  to  take  up  others 
seriatim,  that  would  be  no  more  than  is  sometimes  done  both  in  civil  and 
criminal  trials.  There  is  no  authority  for  holding  that  an  arbitrator  may 
not  at  the  request  of  the  parties  take  up  different  subjects  in  succession 
and  award  upon  them,  if  he  dispose  of  all  within  the  period  for  making 
his  award.  In  Irvine  v.  Elmore  (a),  Lord  Ellenborough  referring  to 
something  that  he  had  been  reported  to  have  said  in  Henfree  v.  Bromley  (/!)), 
delivers  himself  thus,  “The  result  of  my  judgment  there  was,  as  it  still 
continues  to  be,  that  the  arbitrators’  authority  having  been  once  com- 
pletely exercised,  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the  reference,  was  at  an  end, 
and  could  not  be  revived  again,  even  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  a 
mistaken  calculation  of  figures.”  Now  it  cannot  be  said  here  that  the 
arbitrators’  authority  had  been  completely  exercised  in  pursuance  of  the 
terms  of  the  reference,  when  they  made  their  first  award  on  18th  April, 
because  that  award  stated  on  the  face  of  it  the  very  contrary,  and  that 
there  was  something  remaining  which  thej’’  might  still  be  called  upon  to 
settle,  if  the  parties  found  it  necessary  to  bring  it  before  them.  By  such 
an  award  the  mischievous  effects  could  not  be  produced,  which  havo 
induced  courts  of  justice  to  hold  an  award  void,  because  it  left  some 
matters  unsettled.  This  could  not  conclude  the  parties  as  to  anything  but 
the  estimate  of  the  ferry  wharf.  If  the  arbitrators  had  reserved  anything  to 
be  determined  by  themselves  after  the  1st  of  May,  that  would  have  been 
bad,  because  contrary  to  the  submission,  but  that  is  not  so  here;  neither  is 
this  like  the  case  of  Manser  v- Heaver  etal.  (c),  where  the  arbitrator  reserved 
to  himself  power  to  decide  upon  future  differences,  that  is,  upon  matters 
which  had  not  been  and  could  not  have  been  in  dispute  at  the  time  of  the 
submission,  and  which  therefore  were  not  referred  to  him.  As  to  the 
37/.  lOs.  awarded  for  the  repairs  of  the  wharf,  it  clearly  comes  within  the 
terms  of  the  submission,  and  was  awarded  upon  in  due  time,  and  the 
plaintiff’s  claim  for  it  under  the  submission  cannot  be  invalidated  by  the 
fact  that,  with  the  assent  and  by  the  desire  of  the  other  party  as  well  as 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  only  other  matter  in  difference  was  separately  con- 
sidered and  awarded  upon  within  the  time  limited.  If  that  latter  matter 
has  been  well  awarded  upon,  it  is  consistent  with  the  other  claim,  and 
does  not  in  any  manner  over-rule  or  interfere  with  it.  If  it  has  not  been 
so  awarded  as  to  be  sued  for  under  the  submission  bond,  still  it  is  a 
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matter  which  by  consent  of  parties  was  withdrawn  from  the  consideration 
of  the  arbitrators,  and  it  can  be  no  answer  to  the  claim  for  what  was  well 
awarded,  that  another  claim  existed,  which  the  arbitrators  were  requested 
by  both  parties  not  to  include  in  their  award,  and  which  at  their  desire  they 
did  not  hear  on  the  same  day,  and  therefore  could  not  then  determine. 
We  think  the  cases  referred  to  by  the  plaintiff’s  counsel  strengthen  the 
view  which  we  take  of  this  case,  and  we  can  find  no  decision  to  the  con- 
trary, except  upon  facts  very  distinguishable  in  substance  from  those 
which  are  now  before  us. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 


Vanorman  v.  Leonard. 

Where  in  case  for  the  infringement  of  a patent,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the 
invention  for  which  the  patent  had  been  obtained  was  not  a new  invention, 
but  had  been  publicly  used  and  vended  in  a foreign  country,  to  which  the 
plaintiff  replied  de  injuria.  Held,  that  the  plea  was  a good  answer  to  the 
declaration,  but  that  the  replication  was  bad,  as  the  plea  was  in  denial  of  the 
right,  and  not  in  excuse  for  its  violation. 

Case  for  the  infringement  of  a patent  for  an  invention.  Plea,  that  at 
the  time  of  the  making  and  granting  the  said  letters  patent,  the  plaintiff 
was  not  the  first  discoverer  of  the  said  alleged  invention,  hut  on  the  con- 
trary thereof,  that  the  same  had  been  wholly  and  in  part  publicly  and 
generally  practised,  used  and  vended  at  Albany,  in  the  state  of  New  York, 
one  of  the  United  States  of  America,  before  the  said  supposed  discovery 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  before  the  making  and  granting  of  the  said  letters 
patent  to  him  in  that  behalf,  to  wit  on  &c.,  and  on  other  days  and  times 
between  that  day  and  the  date  and  grant  of  the  said  letters  patent,  by 
reasoD  whereof  the  rights,  privileges,  liberties,  benefits,  monopolies  and 
advantages,  by  the  said  letters  patent  granted,  were  at  the  time  of  making 
and  granting  the  said  letters  patent,  and  from  thence  hitherto  have  con- 
tinued to  be,  and  still  are,  wholly  void  and  of  no  effect,  and  the  same  are 
wholly  lost  and  forfeited  to  the  plaintiff;  whereupon  at  the  said  several 
times  when,  &c.,  the  defendant  committed  the  said  grievances  as  he  law- 
fully might  for  the  cause  aforesaid;  verification,  Eeplieation,  de  injuria. 
Special  demurrer;  because  the  said  plea  is  not  pleaded  as  a matter  of 
excuse  or  justification  admitting  any  prima  facie  right  in  the  plaintiff,  but 
is  a denial  of  any  right,  and  sets  up  a distinct  right  and  interest  in  the 
defendant  to  do  the  acts  complained  of,  and  therefore  the  replication  de 
is  insufficient.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

J.  Hillyard  Gameron  for  demurrer.  It  is  a rule  now  too  well  settled 
to  be  shaken,  that  de  injuria  cannot  be  replied,  where  there  is  any  matter 
of  right  or  interest  set  up  by  the  defendant  in  himself,  which  constitutes 
a direct  denial  of  the  right  or  interest  claimed  by  the  plaintiff.  Here  the 
plaintiff  claims  an  exclusive  right  to  make  and  vend  an  invention  which  he 
declares  is  new,  and  for  which  he  has  obtained  a patent;  the  defendant 
denies  its  novelty,  and  shews  that  the  ground  upon  which  the  patent  was 
granted  has  failed,  and  therefore  that  he  hirnself  has  a perfect  right  to 
make  and  vend  the  same  description  of  article,  as  that  for  which  the 
plaintiff  demands  for  himself  an  exclusive  privilege.  The  Provincial 
Government  has  power  under  7 Geo.  lY.  ch.  5,  to  grant  letters  patent  for 
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inventions  under  certain  restrictions  on  the  grantee,  and  on  the  trial  of 
any  action  for  an  infringement  of  the  right,  the  patent  will  be  declared 
void,  if  it  appear  that  the  invention  was  not  new,  such  defence  being 
specially  pleaded  according  to  the  sixth  section  of  the  act.  Here  the 
<lefence  is  pleaded,  and  if  true,  avoids  the  patent.  This  is  a direct  denial 
of  the  plaintiff’s  right,  and  cannot  be  answered  by  the  general  replication 
de  injuria. 

Sullivan,  for  plaintiff.  The  plea  is  only  of  matter  of  excuse,  and  not 
I of  matter  of  right.  The  plaintiff  has  applied  for  and  obtained  his  patent 
j in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  the  statute,  and  that  patent  can  be  avoided 
in  no  other  way,  than  that  which  the  statute  directs.  The  mere  fact  of 
the  invention  for  which  the  patent  was  procured  not  being  new,  is  not 
I sufficient  to  destroy  the  patent;  if  the  party  charged  with  its  infringe- 
ment wishes  to  destroy  it  on  that  account,  he  must  plead  it  as  a defence. 
The  existence  of  the  patent  shews  a prima  facie  right  in  the  patentee, 
which  can  only  be  affected  under  particular  circumstance*,  and  in  a par- 
ticular manner,  and  any  defence  arising  out  of  those  circumstances,  by 
I which  a party  claims  to  exercise  the  same  invention  himself,  must  be 
matter  to  excuse  the  infringement  of  the  right  of  the  patentee,  and  not 
matter  in  denial.  But  if  it  should  be  held  that  the  replication  is  insuf- 
I ficient,  the  plaintiff  objects  to  the  plea,  which  affords  no  answer  to  the 
action.  The  defendant  says  that  the  invention  is  not  new,  because  it 
was  first  exercised  in  a foreign  country;  but  its  exercise  in  a foreign 
country  cannot  prevent  its  being  claimed  as  a new  invention  here.  Edge- 
bury  V.  Stephens,  {a)  is  an  authority  upon  that  point.  There  it  was  held 
if  an  invention  be  new  in  England,  a patent  may  be  granted  for  it,  though 
it  was  practised  beyond  the  sea  before ; for  the  statute  speaks  of  new 
manufactures  within  this  realm,  and  if  they  be  new  here,  it  is  within  the 
statute,  which  was  intended  to  encourage  new  devices  useful  to  the  king- 
dom ; and  whether  learned  by  travel,  or  by  study,  it  is  the  same  thing. 
That  reasoning  will  apply  here,  and  the  plea  therefore  affords  no  answer 
to  the  action. 

J.  HiUyard  Oameron,  in  reply.— Strictly  speaking,  according  to  the 
rule  of  court  on  the  subject  of  demurrers,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant 
cannot  be  heard  against  the  plea,  as  he  has  not  marked  any  objection  to 
it  in  the  margin  of  the  demurrer  books  that  he  has  put  in.  [Robjnson, 
C.  J. — That  rule  is  for  the  convenience  of  the  court,  and  can  form  no 
ground  of  objection  for  the  parties.]  The  defendant  does  not  contend 
that  the  court  cannot  entertain  the  objection,  but  that  the  counsel,  who 
has  not  given  notice  of  it,  cannot  be  heard  in  its  support.  [Robinson, 
C.  J. — That  is  probably  the  case,  but  if  the  court  were  precluded  from 
giving  judgment  upon  any  substantial  defect  in  the  record,  because  it  was 
not  objected  to  by  counsel,  the  judgment  might  afterwards  be  reversed 
on  appeal.]  The  objection,  however,  is  not  important,  as  the  plea  is 
olearly  sufficient.  The  plaintiff’s  counsel  has  not  noticed  the  distinction 
between  the  English  and  Provincial  statutes.  The  English  statute  speaks 
of  *‘new  manufactures  within  this  realm,” requiring  only  that  the  invention 
should  be  new  in  England,  whereas  the  provincial  statute  is  for  any  new 
invention  generally,  and  makes  the  patent  void,  if  “the  thing  thus  secured 
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by  patent  was  not  originally  discovered  by  the  patentee,  but  had  been  in 
use,  or  had  been  described  in  some  public  work  anterior  to  the  supposed 
discovery  of  the  patentee.”  Our  statute  requires  that  the  invention 
should  be  new  generally,  not  merely  new  within  the  province  ; and  as  the 
plea  alleges  that  the  supposed  new  invention  of  the  plaintiff  had  been  pub- 
licly used  and  vended  in  the  United  States  before  the  grant  of  his  patent,, 
it  is  a good  answer  to  the  action. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  defendant  denies  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  first 
discoverer  of  the  invention  for  which  he  has  obtained  a patent,  to  this  the 
plaintiff  replies  de  injuria,  and  the  defendant  objects  to  the  replication  on 
special  demurrer,  because  the  plea  denies  the  right  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
does  not  merely  set  forth  matter  of  excuse.  The  plaintiff  contends  that 
while  the  patent  subsists  unimpeached,  it  gives  the  right,  and  the  plea 
therefore  is  of  matter  which  excuses  the  selling  imitations  in  disregard  of 
that  right,  and  he  refers  to  the  6th  clause  of  our  statute  7 Geo.  lY,  ch.  5, 
as  supporting  that  view.  He  also  objects  that  the  plea  is  in  truth  no 
defence,  for  that  it  is  no  objection  to  the  plaintifi“’s  claim  as  first  inventor, 
that  the  same  contrivance  had  been  used  abroad,  if  it  had  never  before 
been  introduced  here,  in  other  words,  that  the  first  introducer  into  this 
province  of  an  invention  known  abroad,  stands  here  as  the  first  inventor 
of  it.  The  defendant  objects  that  the  plaintiff  has  given  no  notice  of  an 
intention  to  object  to  the  plea,  and  cannot  therefore  be  heard  on  that 
point ; and  he  further  contends  that  the  provincial  statute  is  clearly  con- 
fined in  its  operation  to  the  cases  of  persons  who  are  the  actual  original 
inventors  of  any  improvement,  &c.,  and  does  not  extend  to  those  who- 
merely  import  the  improvement  from  abroad.  We  think  we  must  take 
that  view  of  the  statute,  though  upon  the  English  statute  21  Jac.  1 ch.  3, 
that  point  has  been  otherwise  decided  in  the  case  referred  to  in  the  argu- 
ment, and  in  other  cases.  Our  statute  does  not,  like  the  English  statute 
speak  of  “new  manufactures  within  this  realm,”  on  which  the  court  found- 
ed the  decision  “that  if  it  be  new  here,  it  is  within  the  statute.’’  On  the 
contrary,  it  requires  him  to  swear  that  he  is  the  true  inventor  or  discoverer 
of  the  art,  which  no  one  could  do  who  merely  imported  the  invention  of 
another ; and  it  provides  expressly  in  the  sixth  clause  that  if  it  shall 
appear  on  any  trial  for  infringement  that  the  invention  was  not  originally 
discovered  by  the  patentee,  but  had  been  in  use  before,  or  had  been 
described  in  some  public  work,  then  the  patent  shall  be  held  void,  and  a 
vordict  rendered  for  the  defendant.  There  is  no  such  clause  as  this  in 
the  English  statute.  To  make  the  patent  void,  it  is  not  required  that 
the  invention  should  have  been  used  here,  or  described  in  a book  published 
here.  The  same  grounds  of  policy  may  exist  here  as  in  England,  for 
extending  the  benefit  of  protection  by  a patent  to  the  introducer  of  an 
improvement  from  abroad,  and  in  that  case  the  legislature  might  do  well 
to  enlarge  their  enactment.  W e are  of  opinion  that  the  act  which  they 
have  passed  is  not  so  extensive  as  to  embrace  such  cases,  and  they  seem 
clearly  to  have  so  understood  it  themselves,  for  a few  years  afterwards 
they  passed  an  act  (11  Geo.  IV,  ch.  34)  giving  to  one  Thomas  Horner, 
who  was  a co-inventor  with  a foreigner  of  a new  and  improved  machine 
for  threshing  grain,  the  same  protection  as  he  could  have  had  ^Hfhe  had 
been  the  original  inventor  of  the  said  improvement,”  The  preamble  of  that 
statute  also  shews  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  to  consider  that  a 
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patent  right  could,  under  the  former  law,  be  granted  to  any  but  the  actual 
original  inventor.  We  have  noticed  this  objection  urged  to  the  pi ea^ 
because  it  is  a matter  of  general  interest  that  the  substantial  effect  of  this 
statute  should  be  settled  and  known;  and  it  would  be  absurd  in  the 
court  to  give  judgment  in  the  defendant’s  favour  upon  this  demurrer,  if 
his  plea  merely  set  forth  matter  which  could  be  no  defence  in  whatever 
form  it  had  been  pleaded.  Upon  the  point  taken  in  the  demurrer,  we 
think  the  plaintiff  must  fail,  for  that  his  replication  of  de  injuria,  is  not 
admissible  as  an  answer  to  this  plea.  In  Chitty  junior’s  precedents,  we 
find  forms  of  pleading  to  such  actions  as  the  present,  that  the  invention 
was  not  new  ; that  it  was  of  no  public  benefit,  &c. ; and  other  pleas  which 
would  go  to  deny  the  right  to  a patent ; and  to  these  pleas,  the  plaintiff 
replies,  that  the  invention  was  new,  that  it  was  useful,  &c.,  thereby  ten- 
dering an  issue  specifically  on  the  fact  pleaded  ; certainly  the  plea  here 
pleaded  denies  the  plaintiff’s  right,  and  is  not  mere  matter  of  excuse . The 
sixth  clause  of  the  statute  expressly  makes  the  patent  void,  if  granted  for 
a discovery  not  in  fact  new,  and  that  places  the  plaintiff  in  the  same 
situation,  as  if  he  had  no  patent  to  sue  upon.  The  plea  does  not  merely 
allege  a cause  for  disregarding  the  plaintiff’s  right,  it  denies  that  he  has- 
any  such  right,  and  amounts  to  a claim  of  right  in  the  defendant  himself 
to  do  what  he  did,  as  being  an  act  in  now  way  prohibited.  In  the  absence' 
of  any  authority  or  precedent  cited  for  such  a replication,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  we  cannot  allow  it. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 


Doe  Clarkson  v.  Haskins. 

In  ejectment  by  one  tenant  in  common  against  another,  if  it  be  shewn  that  the 
common  consent  rule  has  been  entered  into,  proof  of  actual  ouster  is  dis- 
pensed with. 

In  this  cause,  which  was  tried  at  the  last  Home  District  Assizes,  it  was 
proved  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  one  Boyd,  were  joint  tenants 
of  the  premises  in  question,  for  a term  of  years,  and  that  Boyd,  without 
the  assent  or  knowledge  of  Clarkson,  demised  to  the  defendant.  In 
January,  1844-,  which  was  after  action  brought,  and  long  after  the  demise 
laid  in  the  declaration,  Clarkson  demanded  possession.  There  was  na 
ground  for  contending  that  the  defendant  held  otherwise  than  adversely 
against  Clarkson,  as  regarded  his  interest  in  the  premises  ; but  the  defen- 
dant urged  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  must  shew  that  there  was  a 
demand  of  possession  before  action  brought,to  constitute  an  actual  ouster; 
proof  of  which  was  necessary  in  an  ejectment  by  one  tenant  in  common 
against  another.  To  this  objection  the  plaintiff’s  counsel  replied,  that 
the  defendant  had  entered  into  the  ordinary  consent  rule,  in  which  he  had 
admitted  an  ouster,  and  that  had  it  been  his  intention  to  have  relied  on 
the  want  of  an  actual  ouster,  he  should  have  obtained  leave  to  enter  into 
a special  consent  rule,  without  admitting  ouster  ; but  as  the  case  stood,, 
the  ouster  was  admitted.  Upon  this  state  of  facts,  a verdict  was  rendered 
for  the  defendant,  with  leave  to  move  to  enter  a verdict  for  the  lessor  of 
tile  plaintiff,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  he  ought  to  have  been, 
allowed  to  recover. 
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Crooks  having  accordingly  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  the  verdict  for 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 

J.  Duggan^  and  Vankoughnet,  shewed  cause. — The  defendant  was  enti- 
tled to  a notice  to  quit,  before  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  could  treat  him 
as  a trespasser.  He  is  in  under  the  same  right  as  Boyd,  and  ought  to 
have  all  the  privileges  extended  to  him  that  would  have  been  extended 
to  Boyd.  It  cannot  be  successfully  contended  that  Boyd  had  not  a right 
to  lease  his  share  to  the  defendant ; and  when  he  did  so,  that  constituted 
as  it  were  a severance  of  the  joint  tenancy,  but  left  the  lessee  in  rightful 
possession,  which  could  not  be  disturbed  unless  by  notice  to  quit,  or  by 
refusal  to  recognize  the  other  title,  when  payment  of  rent,  or  possession, 
was  demanded. 

Crooks,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  defendant’s  counsel  seem  to  have 
forgotten  the  effect  of  the  consent  rule,  which  admits  the  ouster  between 
the  parties,  and  enables  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  notwithstand- 
ing the  objections  which  have  been  urged  against  him.  It  is  laid  down 
in  Adams  Eject.  3 ed.  263,  in  reference  to  the  consent  rule,  “ this  consent 
rule  will  be  sufficient  to  prevent  a nonsuit  for  want  of  a real  lease  and  of 
a real  entry  and  ouster  by  the  defendant.  When,  therefore,  an  ejectment 
is  brought  by  a joint  tenant,  parcener  or  tenant  in  common  against  his 
■companion  (to  support  which  an  actual  ouster  is  necessary)  the  defendant 
ought  to  apply  to  the  court  for  leave  to  enter  into  a special  rule,  requiring 
him  to  confess  lease  and  entry  at  the  trial,  but  not  ouster  also,  unless  an 
actual  ouster  of  the  plaintiff’s  lessor  by  him  the  defendant  should  be 
proved.”  Doe  dem.  White  v.  Cuff,  {a)  Doe  Hellings  v.  Bird,  {h)  Doe 
dem.  Wawn  v.  Horn,  (c)  are  authorities  to  the  same  effect. 

Robinson,  G.  J. — It  is  clear  on  the  authority  of  several  cases  to  which 
we  were  referred,  and  particularly  Doe  dem.  White  v.  Cuff,  that  when  the 
tenant  has  entered  into  the  common  consent  rule,  in  a case  like  this,  there 
is  no  necessity  to  give  evidence  of  an  actual  ouster.  One  of  two  joint- 
tenants  may  lease  his  share  to  a stranger  without  the  concurrence  of  the 
■other,  or  if  he  make  a lease  of  the  whole  it  is  good  for  his  part,  but  such 
demise  is  a severance  of  the  jointure,  and  the  lessee  has  clearly  a right  of 
■possession,  and  cannot  be  ejected  unless  upon  demand  of  payment  of  the 
portion  of  rent  due  to  the  other,  or  a demand  to  be  let  into  possession, 
he  denies  the  title  of  the  other,  in  which  case  the  other  tenant  in  common 
oan  maintain  ejectment  for  his  iuterest.  Here  when  Haskins  went  into 
possession  under  the  demise  from  Boyd,  he  is  to  be  looked  upon  only  as 
holding  possession  in  the  same  manner  as  Boyd  himself  had  a right  to  do, 
acknowledging  the  title  of  Clarkson,  and  answerable  to  him  for  a moiety 
■of  the  profits,  but  then  he  admits  by  the  consent  rule,  that  he  ousted  his 
•co-tenant,  and  that  entitles  the  latter  to  bring  ejectment  for  his  moiety. 
Doe  dem  Gigner  v.  Roe  {d),  is  a case  like  this,  in  which  one  of  the 
■co-partners  had  demised  to  a stranger,  and  the  other  brought  ejectment 
against  the  lessee,  and  then  the  defendant  obtained  leave  to  confess  lease 
and  entry  only,  without  confessing  ouster,  in  order  to  throw  upon  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  the  necessity  of  proving  an  actual  ouster.  The 
plaintiff,  in  our  opinion,  is  entitled  to  the  postea.  There  can  be  no 


(a)  1 Camp.  13. 
id)  2 Taunt.  397. 


(h)  11  East.  50. 


(c)  3 M.  & W.  333. 
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question  about  a demand  of  possession  being  unnecessary  for  any  other 
purpose  than  to  make  the  refusal  proof  of  an  ouster  of  the  tenant  in 
common,  if  the  consent  rule  had  not  confessed  it,  because  it  is  not  the 
object  of  this  action  to  dispossess  the  defendant  of  the  interest  which  he 
could  take  under  Boyd,  which  is  all  he  had  any  pretence  for  holding:  as- 
to  the  moiety  of  the  other  party,  he  never  had  any  pretence  for  possessing 
that,  and  therefore  no  demand  of  possession  can  be  required. 

Eule  absolute. 


Doe  Wheeler  v,  McWilliams. 

The  certificate  of  marriage  by  a magistrate  in  the  following  form;  “I  do  hereby 
certify  that  I have  this  day  married  A.  B,  to  C.  D.,  according  to  the  Church 
of  England,”  dated  in  i8oi,  with  proof  of  cohabitation  and  reputation,  but 
without  proof  of  publication  of  banns,  held  sufficient  to  establish  the  marriage 
against  the  evidence  of  cohabitation  and  reputation  of  marriage  with  another 
person,  alive  at  the  time  of  the  second  marriage;  defects  in  form  in  such  cases 
being  cured  by  ii  Geo.  IV.  ch.  36. 

Ejectment  for  lot  12,  3rd  concession,  township  of  King.  At  the  trial, 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  made  title  as  the  eldest  brother  and  heir  at  law 
of  one  Hephzibat  Wheeler,  the  grantee  of  the  crown.  The  patent  issued 
in  1802,  granting  the  land  to  Hephzibat  McWilliams,  daughter  of 
Ephraim  Wheeler,  and  wife  of  Caleb  McWilliams.  The  defendant  is  the 
son  of  the  grantee,  holding  under  a conveyance  from  his  elder  brother, 
whose  title  depended  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  prove  that 
he  had  been  born  in  lawful  wedlock.  Eor  this  purpose  the  defendant 
produced  a certificate  from  Eobert  Baldwin,  Esq.,  formerly  a magistrate 
in  the  Home  District,  dated  31st  May,  1801,  in  these  words:  “I  do 

hereby  certify  that  I have  this  day  married  Mr.  Caleb  McWilliams  of 
Oswegatchie  to  Hepsebeth  Wheeler,  according  to  the  Established  Church 
of  England.  Dated  31st  May,  1801.  Eobert  Baldwin,  J.  P.'’  It  was 
proved  also  that  the  father  of  the  defendant,  one  Caleb  McWilliams,  had 
admitted  to  a witness  that  he  was  lawfully  married  to  Hephzibat  Wheeler. 
On  the  part  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  then  proved,  that  long 
before  1801,  Hephzibat  Wheeler  and  one  Burton  lived  together  for  some 
years  as  man  and  wife,  and  were  reported  to  be  lawfully  married;  that 
the  father,  who  was  since  dead,  stated  that  they  had  been  married;  and 
a witness,  who  knew  them  while  they  were  living  together  as  man  and 
wife,  swore  that  she  had  had  their  marriage  certificate  in  her  possession, 
and  that  it  was  burnt  in  her  house,  but  she  could  not  describe  its  contents; 
nor  was  it  in  any  manner  proved,  when  or  by  whom  the  marriage  had 
been  solemnized.  It  was  proved  further,  that  Burton  and  this  Hephzibat 
Wheeler  had  separated,  after  living  some  years  together  as  man  and  wife; 
that  she  lived  then  for  a short  time  in  a state  of  adultery  with  one  Holt, 
and  afterwards  lived  with  Caleb  McWilliams,  sometime  before  1801,  the 
date  of  Mr.  Baldwin’s  certificate,  and  from  thence  till  the  time  of  her 
death,  which  happened  recently.  She  had  several  children  by  McWilliams. 
The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  also  called  Caleb  McWilliams,  who  swore,  that 
he  knew  Burton,  who  had  been  a soldier  serving  in  the  same  regiment  in 
this  country  as  himself,  that  Burton  and  Hephzibat  Wheeler  were  then 
living  together  as  man  and  wife,  and  were  reputed  to  be  such;  that  both 
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declared  they  had  been  married  below  Cornwall,  which  Wheeler,  the  father 
of  the  woman,  confirmed.  He  also  swore  that  they  were  afterwards 
separated,  and  after  the  separation  and  while  Burton  was  still  living,  he 
was  married  to  her,  by  Mr.  Baldwin,  then  a justice  of  the  peace,  as  they 
were  passing  through  the  country,  without  any  publication  of  banns. 
Burton  died  only  a few  years  ago.  On  this  evidence  the  learned  judge 
directed  the  jury  that  the  point  for  them  to  determine  was,  whether  Heph- 
zibat  Wheeler  had  really  been  the  wife  of  Burton;  for  if  she  had  been, 
then  of  course  the  subsequent  inter-marriage  wdth  McWilliams  could  not 
have  been  legal,  and  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  as  her  brother  would  suc- 
ceed to  the  estate;  but  that  if  she  was  not  the  wife  of  Burton,  then  that 
the  effect  of  the  statute  1 Will.  lY.  eh.  36.  was  to  cure  any  informality 
in  the  marriage  solemnized  by  Mr.  Baldwin,  and  the  defendant’s  brother, 
as  the  issue  of  that  marriage,  would  be  entitled  to  the  estate,  as  the 
heir  of  the  grantee  of  the  crown,  and  from  him  the  defendant  claimed. 
The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

J . Duggan  having  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  on  the  grounds 
that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection. 

Sullivan  shewed  cause. — It  was  not  necessary  for  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  to  go  into  any  evidence  on  the  subject  of  the  alleged  marriage  of 
Hephzibat  Wheeler  with  McWilliams  in  the  first  instance,  as  proof  of  his 
claim  as  heir  at  law  of  the  grantee  of  the  crown,  was  sufficient  to  establish 
his  title  prima  facie.  The  defendant  then  endeavours  to  destroy  the 
effect  of  that  title,  by  shewing  a marriage  of  the  grantee  of  the  crown,  and 
that  the  estate  is  now  held  under  a title  derived  from  the  eldest  son  under 
that  marriage;  but  there  was  no  valid  proof  of  that  marriage,  and  circum- 
stances were  shewn,  that  supposing  that  it  even  had  been  contracted 
properly  in  point  of  form,  yet  that  it  could  not  legally  have  taken  place, 
as  the  woman  had  before  been  married  to  Burton,  who  was  living  at  the 
time  of  the  second  marriage  to  McWilliams.  The  marriage  to  Burton  is 
proved  by  McWilliams  himself,  who  also  proves,  that  with  the  knowledge 
of  that  marriage,  and  in  Burton’s  life  time,  he  married  his  wife.  That 
first  marriage  is  also  proved  by  evidence  of  reputation,  which  is  quite  suf- 
ficient in  such  cases,  and  by  the  admissions  of  the  various  parties  who  are 
interested  in  it.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  McWilliams  was  a good 
witness.  Doe  dem.  Fleming  v.  Fleming,  (a)  is  an  authority  to  support 
his  testimony.  But  even  if  the  marriage  with  Burton  is  considered  not 
to  be  sufficiently  established,  there  is  not  legal  evidence  of  the  marriage 
with  McWilliams.  The  only  authority  that  a justice  of  the  peace  could 
have  to  marry,  must  have  been  given  him  by  statute,  but  no  statute  can 
be  found  to  meet  the  circumstances  of  the  case;  the  only  one,  under 
which  it  could  be  contended  that  the  justice  contemplated  acting,  was 
the  33  Geo.  HI.  ch.  o,  but  that  requires  certain  ceremonies  to  be  adopted, 
which  are  not  shewn  to  have  been  attended  to  here;  and  the  subsequent 
statute  11  Geo.  lY.  ch.  36,  cannot  have  the  effect  of  legalizing  a 
marriage,  of  which  it  can  hardly  be  said  that  there  is  any  of  the  requisite 
proof  whatever. 

li.  E.  Burns  and  J,  Duggan,  in  support  of  the  rule.  McWilliams 
should  not  have  been  admitted  as  a witness  at  the  trial.  It  is  contrary 
to  public  policy  that  the  testimony  of  the  father  should  be  received  to 
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bastardize  his  issue,  and  although  his  evidence  was  not  objected  to  at  the 
time,  yet  if  it  was  clearly  inadmissible,  its  introduction  would  be  a strong 
additional  ground  in  support  of  the  motion  for  a new  trial.  There  is  no  evi- 
dence to  establish  a prior  legal  marriage  between  Hephzibat  McWilliams 
and  Burton;  there  is  nothing  but  cohabitation  and  reputation,  on  which 
the  plaintiff  can  rely  , but  as  they  constitute  only  presumptive  evidence, 
the  presumption  cannot  be  allowed  to  prevail  in  favour  of  that  marriage, 
when  there  are  equally  strong  presumptions  against  it,  for  the  evidence 
shews  cohabitation,  not  with  one,  but  with  three,  and  therefore  the  usual 
presumption  in  cases  of  cohabitation  cannot  be  allowed  to  prevail.  The 
doctrine  of  conflicting  presumptions  is  well  explained  in  The  King  v.  The 
Inhabitants  of  Twining  (a).  The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Bath  wick  (6), 
«ind  The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Harborne  (c),  and  although  the  last 
case  might  appear  at  first  view  against  the  defendant,  yet  on  examination 
it  will  be  found  in  his  favour.  As  far  as  presumptions  can  extend,  they 
-are  in  favour  of  the  marriage  with  McWilliams,  because  to  establish  that 
marriage  there  is  the  additional  proof  of  the  certificate  of  Mr.  Baldwin, 
ihe  genuineness  of  which  has  not  been  disputed,  and  which  established  a 
marriage  in  fact,  and  if  any  informalities  existed  in  the  manner  in  which 
it  was  solemnized,  they  are  cured  by  the  express  words  of  the  statute 
11  Geo.  IV.  ch.  36,  which  was  passed  to  obviate  the  difficulties  and 
remove  the  doubts  that  might  arise  in  cases  similar  to  the  present.  Upon 
this  view  of  the  law  the  charge  of  the  learned  judge  to  the  jury  was  incor- 
rect, and  the  defendant  should  therefore  have  a new  trial  without  costs. 

Kobihson,  C.  J. — If  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  had  been  claiming  as  the 
heir  of  the  alleged  marriage  with  Uurton,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
evidence  which  was  given  of  that  marriage  would  have  been  sufficient  to  make 
out  a prima  facie  case.  It  is  such  proof  of  marriage  by  reputation,  and  by 
the  actual  living  together  of  the  parties  as  man  and  wife,  as  is  frequently 
given,  and  it  is  received  as  satisfactory  unless  something  is  shown  on  the 
other  side  to  impeach  it.  But  it  was  correctly  said  in  the  argument, 
that  proof  of  that  marriage  formed  no  part  of  the  plaintiff’s  case.  He 
claimed  as  the  elder  brother  and  heir  of  the  grantee  of  the  crown,  and 
when  he  had  proved  her  death,  and  his  relationship  to  her,  he  had  made 
out  prima  facie  his  right  to  inherit.  The  defendant  met  this  by  attempt- 
ing to  shew  that  the  grantee  of  the  crown  had  been  married  to  one  Caleb 
McWilliams,  and  had  left  issue  by  him,  who  would  of  course  be  entitled 
to  inherit  in  preference  to  the  brother.  Then  for  the  first  time  it 
became  material  for  the  plaintiff  to  give  evidence  of  the  alleged  prior 
marriage  to  Burton, and  to  show  that  he  was  living  at  the  time  the  mar- 
riage was  stated  to  have  been  contracted  with  McWilliams,  and  for  many 
years  afterwards,  and  one  question  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  evidence 
that  was  given  of  a marriage  with  Burton  could  be  legally^  accepted  as 
sufficient,  considering  the  circumstances  under  which  that  evidence  was 
offered,  and  for  what  purpose.  So  far  as  regards  the  mere  fact  of  the 
woman’s  cohabitation  with  Burton,  the  case  is  this : she  lived  with  him 
some  time  as  his  wife,  then  left  him  and  lived  in  the  same  manner  with 
Holt,  and  afterwards  lived  many  years  with  McWilliams,  by  whom  she 
had  several  children,  and  all  this  during  Burton’s  life  time.  So  far  as 


(a)  2 B.  & AI.  386.  (h)  2 B.  & Ad.  639.  (c)  2 Ad.  & El.  540. 
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cohabitation  alone  supplies  proof  of  marriage,  here  are  conflicting  pre- 
sumptions, and  the  same  inference  that  would  show  Burton  to  be  her 
husband,  would  show  her  to  have  had  three  husbands  all  living  at  the 
same  time.  It  is  manifest,  that  as  in  the  case  of  estoppel  against  estop- 
pel, we  have  here  one  presumption  destroying  another,  with  this  difference 
indeed,  that  the  presumption  from  mere  cohabitation  is  much  less  strong 
to  support  the  first  marriage  than  the  second,  since  we  can  hardly  sup- 
pose that  if  she  had  in  fact  been  the  wife  of  Burton  she  would  have  in- 
creased the  guilt  and  danger  of  marrying  a second  time  during  his  life  ; 
while,  on  the  other  hand  the  presumption  that  she  would  not  have  lived 
with  Burton  as  his  wife  unless  she  had  been  actuaUy  so,  no  longer  holds, 
when  we  find  her  cohabiting  in  thei  same  manner  with  one  person  after 
another.  With  regard  to  presumptions  of  this  kind  the  maxim  is 
“ Stabitur  presumptio  donee  probetur  in  contrarium.”  The  presumption 
need  not  be  encountered  by  direct  evidence,  it  is  sufficient  to  shew  cir- 
cumstances that  rebut  the  general  probability  (Pothier  on  Obligations, 
2 vol.  333) ; and  it  is  expressly  held,  that  although  in  respect  to 
marriage,  cohabitation  and  general  reputation  are  usually  regarded  as 
sufficient  evidence,  without  any  necessity  for  an  actual  marriage  being 
proved,  yet  that  an  exception  prevails  in  respect  to  actions  for  adultery 
and  indictments  for  bigamy,  for  the  court  will  not  presume  facts  which 
tend  to  prove  a person  guilty  of  a crime.  It  was  on  this  principle  that 
The  King  v.  Inhabitants  of  Twining  (a),  was  decided,  and  the  other 
cases  to  the  same  effect.  But  then  it  is  argued,  that  this  ground  for 
exacting  direct  evidence  of  a marriage  with  Burton  fails;  1st,  Because  the 
fact  of  a subsequent  marriage  with  McWilliams  was  not  proved ; and 
2ndly,  That  it  was  disproved  by  the  evidence  of  McWilliams  himself,  who 
shewed  it  to  have  been  illegally  solemnized,  and  a mere  pretended  marriage. 
Kow  upon  that  point,  it  is  my  opinion,  that  the  fact  of  marriage  with  Mc- 
Williams was  sufficiently  proved  to  enable  the  issue  of  such  alleged  mar- 
riage to  make  good  his  title  in  the  first  instance  against  any  person  claiming 
as  the  brother  and  heir  of  the  grantee  of  the  crown.  There  was  not 
only  cohabitation  for  many  years  shewn,  and  reputation  of  marriage,  but 
marriage  in  fact  proved  by  the  production  of  the  certificate  of  the  justice 
of  the  peace  who  had  by  law  performed  the  ceremony,  and  by  the 
evidence  of  McWilliams  himself,  the  alleged  husband,  whose  evidence  was 
given  upon  the  trial.  As  to  the  certificate,  it  was  a document  more  than 
thirty  years  old,  produced  in  evidence  by  the  defendant  claiming  under 
the  alleged  marriage.  The  genuineness  of  the  certificate  indeed  was 
proved,  and  is  not  disputed.  It  is  not  the  kind  of  proof  which  the  stat. 
33  Geo.  III.  ch.  5,  makes  evidence  of  such  marriage,  still  I am  not  pre- 
pared to  say,  that  it  was  not  admissible,  as  corroborative  of  other  evidence 
from  reputation,  and  of  McWilliams  himself.  It  was  a declaration  under 
the  hand  of  a public  officer,  who  is  now  dead,  of  his  having  done  a 
certain  act  which  he  was  specially  authorized  by  law  to  do.  But  here 
there  is  the  further  evidence  of  McWilliams  himself:  he  and  Hephzibat 
Wheeler  had  lived  together  for  many  years  as  man  and  wife,  always 
passing  as  such  till  she  died.  They  had  many  children  during  their 
cohabitation.  The  very  estate  now  in  question  was  granted  by  letters 
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patent  to  her  by  the  name  of  Hepsibat  McWilliamSj  describing  her  as  the 
wife  of  Caleb  McWilliams,  and  as  her  husband  he  had  enjoyed  this 
estate  as  in  right  of  his  wife.  Now  becomes  into  court  and  swears,  that 
he  was  married  by  the  magistrate,  but  without  that  publication  of  banns 
which  the  law  requires.  The  fact  of  a marriage  being  publicly  solemnized 
by  a person  having  competent  authority,  is  thus  proved  by  clear  testi- 
mony. McWilliams  stands  in  no  favourable  situation  when  he  comes 
forward  declaring  his  own  infamy  by  endeavouring  to  prove  that  at  the 
j time  he  married  this  woman  she  had  a husband  living,  and  that  he  knew 
it;  still  although  the  effect  of  his  being  believed  upon  this  point,  or  upon 
the  fact  stated  of  the  non-publication  of  banns,  would  be  to  bastardize 
I his  own  issue,  1 apprehend  his  evidence  could  not  on  that  ground  be 
excluded.  The  law,  it  is  true,  will  not  allow  a man  to  prove  his  own 
child  illegitimate  by  giving  evidence  of  non-access,  but  that  is  an  excep- 
tion resting  on  a particular  ground  ; that  the  jury  however,  were  bound 
to  believe  him  or  ought  to  have  believed  him  in  opposition  to  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  magistrate,  who  had  at  the  time  certified  the  marriage, 
and  who,  it  is  not  disputed,  did  marry  him,  would  do  his  duty  perfectly, 
is  more  than  can  be  said.  In  the  case  of  Wilkinson  v.  Payne,  (a)  Lord 
Kenyon,  adverting  to  the  late  case  of  Standen  v.  Standen,  which  is  not 
reported,  says  that  “the  real  decision  in  Standen  v.  Standen,  proceeded 
on  the  ground  of  discrediting  the  witness,  who  swore  to  impeach  his  own 
marriage.”  I must  say  that  if  the  case  had  turned  wholly  on  this  point 
of  McWilliams’  evidence,  I think  that  the  jury  would  have  done  well  to 
imitate  what  was  approved  of  by  Lord  Kenyon  and  Sir  David  Evans,  and 
to  have  presumed  in  favour  of  the  regularity  of  the  marriage,  notwith- 
standing the  husband  had  thus  been  brought  to  impeach  it.  But  the  case 
in  that  point  stands  on  stronger  ground,  for  it  was  rightly  observed  by  the 
learned  judge  who  tried  this  cause,  that  if  the  marriage  was  publicly 
solemnized  by  a justice  of  the  peace,  we  must  now  under  the  provisions 
of  our  statute  1 1 Gfeo.  IV.,  ch.  36,  hold  it  to  be  good  and  valid  in  law, 
for  that  statute  expressly  enacts,  “that  the  marriages  of  all  persons  not 
being  under  canonical  disqualification,  that  have  been  publicly  contracted 
in  this  province  before  any  justice  of  the  peace  before  the  passing  of  that 
act,  shall  thereby  be  confirmed,  and  considered  good  and  valid  in  law,” 
any  law  or  usage  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  This  was  clearly 
meant  to  cure  want  of  form  in  the  marriage,  and  the  moment  McWilliams 
swore  that  he  had  been  publicly  married,  he  disabled  himself  from  setting 
up  any  defect  in  the  publication  of  banns,  as  invalidating  the  marriage. 
All  then  turned  upon  whether  this  marriage,  which  would  be  clearly  good 
if  the  parties  were  capable  of  contracting  it,  was  in  fact  shewn  to  be  void 
by  proof  of  a former  legal  marriage  with  Burton.  In  my  opinion,  the 
evidence  that  was  given  of  that  alleged  marriage  was  not  such  as  war- 
ranted the  jury  in  giving  effect  to  it  as  an  actual  marriage,  so  as  to  treat 
the  marriage  afterwards  solemnized  as  illegal.  There  ought,  therefore, 

I in  my  opinion,  to  be  a new  trial 

Jones,  J. — The  right  of  the  lessor  of  thp>  plaintiff  to  recover  in  this 
case  depends  upon  the  legality  of  the  marriage  between  Caleb  McWilliams 
and  Hephzibat  Wheeler.  This  marriage  it  was  contended  by  the  plaintiff 
was  illegal,  upon  two  grounds;  first,  because  she  had  been  previously 

(«)  4 T.  E.  469.  ~ 
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married  to  one  Burton,  who  was  alive  when  she  again  married  McWilliams; 
and  secondly,  that  the  marriage  with  McWilliams  was  not  legally  solem- 
nized. At  the  trial,  which  took  place  before  me  at  the  last  autumn 
assizes  for  this  district,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  proved  to  be 
the  eldest  brother  of  Hephzibat  Wheeler,  endeavoured  to  destroy  the 
validity  of  her  marriage  with  McWilliams,  by  proof  of  the  former  marriage 
with  Burton.  The  evidence  to  establish  that  marriage  was,  the  cohabita- 
tion and  declaration  of  the  parties,  and  the  testimony  of  McWilliams, 
whose  own  marriage  was  established  by  the  certificate  of  Mr.  Baldwin, 
without  any  proof  of  the  public  notice  required  by  33  Geo.  Ill,  ch.  5,  sec^ 
3,  having  been  given.  Notwithstanding  this  omission,  I considered  the 
marriage  as  legalized  by  11  Geo,  IV.  ch.  36,  if  there  had  not  been  a pre- 
vious marriage;  and  the  case  went  to  the  jury  to  determine,  whether 
there  had  been  such  previous  marriage  or  not.  This,  as  I have  before 
stated,  was  proved  by  presumptive  evidence  alone,  that  is  cohabitation 
and  the  declaration  of  the  parties,  which  is  settled  to  make  out  a prima 
facie  case,  and  is  always  received  in  questions  of  pedigree,  and  which  I 
considered  at  the  trial  as  sufficient  in  this  case  to  enable  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  to  recover,  and  I so  directed  the  jury.  In  this  I think  the 
direction  was  wrong,  and  that  I should  have  left  it  open  to  them  to  find 
that  no  marriage  had  taken  place,  notwithstanding  then  presumptive  evi- 
dence given,  from  the  circumstance  of  the  subsequent  marriage  in  fact 
proved,  between  Hephzibat  and  McWilliams,  their  living  together  from 
that  time,  until  Hephzibat’s  death,  a period  of  upwards  of  forty  years, 
during  which  they  had  a large  family,  and  the  frequent  declarations  of 
McWilliams  that  they  were  man  and  wife.  I therefore  concur  in  the 
opinion  that  a new  trial  should  be  had,  in  order  that  the  case  may  be 
submitted  to  another  jury,  under  a different  direction.  It  was  contended 
on  the  argument,  that  McWilliam's  testimony  was  inadmissible,  but  I 
think  the  objection  is  not  good.  He  is  not  incompetent  from  interest; 
his  interest  is  the  other  way.  By  the  recovery  of  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, he  gains  nothing;  by  defeating  his  claim,  and  establishing  the  right 
of  the  defendant,  he  gains  a life  estate  in  the  premises,  as  tenant  by 
courtesy.  Neither  is  he  incompetent  upon  the  ground  of  his  marriage 
with  Hephzibat.  The  policy  of  the  law  is,  that  a husband  or  wife  shall 
not  be  able  to  give  evidence  to  criminate  the  other.  Here  the  wife  is 
dead;  but  suppose  it  a case  in  which  the  question  would  arise  while  she 
was  living . The  testimony  of  McWilliams  does  not,  by  disproving  the 
marriage,  establish  her  criminality  in  any  manner;  and  certainly  when  a 
mother  can  be  called  to  prove  the  legitimacy  and  heirship  of  her  son  to 
his  deceased  father,  she  may  be  called  to  prove  the  contrary. 

McLean,  J. — The  verdict  ought  to  be  set  aside.  Any  informality  in 
McWilliam’s  marriage  was  cured  by  the  11  Geo.  lY.  ch.  36,  and  there 
was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  establish  the  prior  alleged  marriage  with 
Burton.  Kule  absolute,  without  costs. 


Doe  Anderson  v.  Todd  et  al. 

The  stat.  9 Geo.  II.  c.  36,  relating  to  charitable  uses,  is  in  force  in  Upper  Canada..- 

Ejectment.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  proved  title  as  heir  at  law  to 
one  Robert  Anderson,  deceased,  to  the  premises  in  question.  The 
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defendants  claimed  as  executors  and  trustees  under  the  will  of  the  same 
Anderson,  by  which,  after  other  bequests,  he  devised  as  follows:  ‘‘I  leave 
all  my  property,  lands  and  chattels,  in  trust  to  my  executors,  namely, 
brothers  Richard  Bloomfield  and  Oliver  Todd,  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
use  of  the  Canadian  Wesleyan  blew  Connexion  Body  of  Missionaries  in 
Africa,  or  any  other  body  my  executors  shall  choose,  so  that  my  little 
mite  may  be  forwarded  to  the  above  institution.  My  lands  not  to  be 
sold,  but  let  for  a term  of  years,  to  those  who  may  give  proper  security 
for  the  fulfilment  of  every  engagement,  I allow  my  Executors,  brothers 
Richard  Bloomfield  and  Oliver  Todd,  to  have  proper  men  chosen  on  their 
demise,  men  hating  covetousness,  that  the  business  may  go  on  in  proper 
order,  hoping  under  God  to  enlighten  the  dark  minds  of  the  poor  degraded 
people  until  eternity.”  The  jury  having  found  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Bell  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  for  misdirection,  and  the  ver- 
dict being  contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  and  contended  the  statutes  of 
charitable  uses  and  mortmain  acts,  were  not  in  force  in  Upper  Canada,  and 
cited  The  Attorney  General  v.  Stuart,  2 Mer.  144;  2 B.  & Al.  710. 

J.  Duggan  shewed  cause,  and  contended  the  will  was  void  for 
uncertainty,  and  under  the  statute  of  mortmain. 

Robinson  C.  J. — That  the  will  is  not  void  for  uncertainty  is  clear 
upon  the  principles  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  tho 
case  of  Doe  dem.  Bardell  v.  Wright-,  2 B.  & Al.  710,  which  was 
cited  in  argument.  If  there  be  any  such  body  in  existence  as 
the  Canadian  Wesleyan  Hew  Connexion  Body  of  Missionaries  in 
Africa,  and  we  are  not  to  know  judicially  that  there  is  not,  then 
there  would  be  a charitable  use  specified,  to  which,  if  the  statute 
does  not  stand  in  the  way,  the  estate  would  be  limited  or  might  at  least 
be  appropriated  under  the  express  direction  of  the  will,  and  so  far  this 
devise  is  therefore  less  open  to  the  objection  of  uncertainty  than  that 
in  the  case  referred  to.  And  if  there  were  no  such  mission  in  fact,  and 
the  executors  were  not  to  apply  the  rents  of  the  estate  to  any  body  or 
class  of  persons  interested  in  improving  the  condition  of  the  African  race,, 
the  Court  of  Chancery  might  fix  upon  some  mode  of  carrying  into  effect 
the  testator’s  will  in  substance,  if  it  could  not  be  literally  complied  with. 
The  question  is  then  left  to  be  determined  whether  the  devise  made  by 
that  will  to  a charitable  use  is  void  in  this  country  under  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  9 Geo.  II.  ch.  36:  that  it  is  of  such  a nature  as  to  com& 
within  the  terms  of  that  statute,  cannot  be  doubted,  and  the  only  point 
therefore  to  be  determined  is,  whether  the  statute  is  in  force  in  Upper 
Canada.  A question  of  this  kind  arising  in  any  British  colony,  must 
depend  upon  the  manner  in  which  the  Law  of  England  has  become  the 
law  of  that  particular  colony;  whether  it  has  been  merely  assumed  to  be 
in  force  upon  common  law  principles,  as  in  the  case  of  new  and  uninha- 
bited lands  found  and  planted  by  British  subjects,  or  whether  it  has  been 
introduced  by  some  positive  enactment  of  the  mother  country  or  of  thn 
colony,  or  as  may  be  done  in  the  case  of  a conquered  country,  imposed 
by  the  mere  act  or  regulation  of  the  king  in  the  exercise  of  his  royal  pre- 
rogative. In  any  of  the  three  last-mentioned  cases,  all  must  depend  upon 
the  terms  of  the  enactment  or  regulation  introducing  the  law  of  England. 
In  the  case  of  an  uninhabited  country  discovered  and  planted  by  British 
subjects,  all  the  English  laws  then  in  being,  which  are  the  birthright  of 
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every  subject,  are  immediately  there  in  force.  But  Mr.  Justice  Blackstone 
shews  (Black.  Com.  1 vol.  107)  this  must  be  understood  with  very 
many  and  very  great  restrictions.  “Such  colonists  (he  says)  carry  with 
them  only  so  much  of  the  English  law  as  is  applicable  to  their  own  situa- 
tion, and  the  condition  of  an  infant  colony.  Such  for  instance,  as  the 
general  rules  of  inheritance,  and  of  protection  from  personal  injuries.  The 
artificial  refinements  and  distinctions,  incident  to  the  property  of  a great 
and  commercial  people,  the  laws  of  police  and  revenue  (such  especially 
as  are  enforced  by  peoalties),  the  mode  of  maintenance  for  the  estab- 
lished church,  the  jurisdiction  of  spiritual  courts,  and  a multitude  of  other 
provisions,  are  neither  necessary  nor  convenient  for  them,  and  are  there- 
fore not  in  force.  What  shall  be  admitted  and  what  refused,  at  what 
times  and  under  what  restrictions,  must  in  case  of  dispute  be  decided  in 
the  first  instance  by  their  own  provincial  judicature,  subject  to  the  revi- 
sion and  control  of  the  king  and  council.”  If  this  had  been  a colony  of 
that  description,  and  not  a conquered  or  ceded  country,  having  already 
laws  of  its  own,  and  if  the  question  whether  the  statute  9 Geo.  II.,  ch.  36, 
-could  be  regarded  as  in  force  or  not,  had  turned  wholly  on  the  point 
whether  upon  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  without  the  interposition 
of  any  legislative  enactment,  that  statute  formed  part  of  the  law  binding 
-upon  all  who  settled  in  the  colony  or  plantation,  I think  we  should 
without  difficulty  have  held  that  it  did  not,  for  the  reasons  expressed  in 
this  passage  of  the  commentaries,  and  which  received  the  sanction  of  a 
judicial  decision,  in  the  case  of  The  Attorney  General  v.  Stuart,  2 Mer. 
144,  from  a very  eminent  judge  (Sir  W.  Grant)  and  in  reference  to  the 
very  statute  now  under  consideration.  But  it  is  plain  that  the  question 
-does  not  rest  here  on  that  footing,  and  though  the  case  of  the  Attorney 
'General  v.  Stuart  may  appear  very  material  to  its  decision,  it  cannot  be 
so  upon  the  footing  that  this  is  a colony  planted.originally  by  British  sub- 
jects, to  which  all  who  have  come  have  brought  the  law  of  England  as 
their  birthright,  but  it  may  be  material  as  illustrating  the  extent  and 
effect  which  should  be  given  to  the  words  of  a provincial  statute  intro- 
ducing the  law  of  England,  which  statute,  after  all  considerations  are 
stated,  must  form  the  foundation  of  our  decision.  The  country  in  which 
-this  question  rises  formed  part  of  the  conquered  province  of  Canada, 
ceded  by  the  French  Government  by  the  Treaty  of  Paris,  10th  July, 
1763,  and  in  which,  therefore,  after  the  cession,  it  was  in  the  power  of 
the  crown,  independently  of  the  legislature,  to  have  introduced  either  the 
laws  of  England  or  any  other;  but  the  laws  before  enjoyed  by  the  con- 
quered people  would  prevail  until  such  introduction.  These  principles  are 
clearly  and  precisely  stated  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  (2  P.  Wms.  75),  to 
have  been  determined  by  the  lords  of  the  privy  council  on  an  appeal  to  the 
king  in  council  from  the  foreign  plantations.  Lord  C.  J.  Holt  assents  to 
them  in  emphatic  terms,  in  Smith  v.  Cooper,  1 Salk.  666,  where  he  says, 
'*‘The  laws  of  England  do  not  extend  to  Virginia;  being  a conquered  coun- 
try, their  law  is  what  the  king  pleases.”  I do  not,  however,  understand  in 
■what  sense  his  Lordship  speaks  of  Virginia  as  a conquered  country.  In 
1 Salk.  44,  the  principles  we  are  considering  are  again  stated  by  Lord  C.  J. 
Holt,  and  were  elaborately  set  forth  in  modern  times  by  Lord  Mansfield,  in 
the  well-known  case  of  Campbell  v.  Hall,  1 Cooper,  204.  The  proclama- 
,tion  of  Oct.,  1763,  on  the  effect  of  which  that  judgment  proceeded,  was  an 
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act  of  the  soverigp,  introducing  the  law  of  England  in  general  terms  into 
countries  ceded  by  the  Treaty  of  Paris  ; but  by  some  inadvertence,  the  terri- 
tory which  was  then  formed  into  the  Province  of  Quebec,  was  so  described 
in  that  proclamation  as  to  exclude  the  greater  part  of  Canada,  in  regard  to 
which  no  provision  was  made  for  its  civil  government.  This  omission  is 
noticed  in  the  preamble  to  the  British  statute,  14  Geo.  IIL,  ch;  83.  If  the 
territory  which  lately  formed  Upper  Canada,  and  in  respect  to  which  the 
question  now  before  us  has  arisen,  had  been  included  within  the  limits 
given  by  that  proclamation  to  the  Province  of  Quebec,  and  if  to  this 
moment  we  had  been  left  to  the  effect  of  that  proclamation,  which 
assured  to  the  inhabitants  the  enjoyment  of  the  benefit  of  the  laws  of 
England,”  and  directed  that  all  causes  criminal  and  civil  should  be  deter- 
mined according  to  law  and  equity,  and  as  near  as  may  he  agreeable  to 
the  laws  of  Englamd,  then  the  question  would  have  been  whether 
in  reason  we  should  hold  that  any  other  laws  were  introduced  by  those' 
general  words  than  such  laws  as  English  colonists  planting  a newly 
discovered  country  would  on  the  principles  of  the  common  law  have 
carried  with  them  ; and  in  considering  that  point  the  observations  of  Sir 
William  Grant,  in  Attorney  General  v.  Stuart,  would  have  strongly  ap- 
plied, and  might  indeed  have  been  taken  as  a direct  authority.  Then  how 
does  the  question  stand  on  the  real  facts  of  the  case  ? The  British 
statute  14  Geo.  III.,  ch.  83;  noticing  the  defect  in  the  proclamation  of 
the  7th  of  October,  1763,  enlarged  the  limits  there  assigned  to  the  pro- 
vince of  Quebec  and  made  them  clearly  embrace  the  country  now  involved 
in  this  question  (if  not  the  whole  of  Upper  Canada);  and  parliament  by 
that  act,  for  the  satisfaction  of  her  Majesty’s  Canadian  subjects,  provided 
that  within  the  whole  of  the  territory  thus  defined,  in  all  matters  of  con- 
troversy relative  to  property  and  civil  rights,  resort  should  be  had  to  the 
laws  of  Canada  (that  is,  the  laws  which  prevailed  in  Canada  before  the 
conquest,)  for  the  decision  of  the  same.  This  gave  a new  starting-point 
with  regard  to  the  question,  and  puts  an  end  to  all  doubts  which  might 
have  arisen  under  the  proclamation,  which  in  this  respect  was  wholly 
abrogated.  The  stat.  31  Geo.  III.  ch.  31,  which  divided  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  and  gave  to  Upper  Canada  a distinct  legislative  body,  and  did 
not  by  anything  contained  in  it  affect  the  terms  of  this  question, 
left  the  French  Canadian  law  in  force,  but  it  created  a legislature  with 
power  to  make  laws  for  the  peace,  welfare  and  good  government  of  the 
province,  and  which  under  the  very  general  terms  of  that  authority,  might, 
alter  or  abrogate  the  existing  law  if  it  thought  proper.  In  the  first  statute 
passed  by  this  legislature,  32  Geo.  III.  ch.  1,  that  was  done  which  no 
doubt  was  anticipated  and  intended  as  the  consequence  of  erecting  Upper 
Canada  into  a separate  province.  Keciting  that  the  provision  made  by 
the  14  Geo.  III.  ch.  83,  had  been  “ manifestly  intended  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  His  Majesty’s  Canadian  subjects,”  and  that  the  territory  com- 
prising Upper  Canada  had  become  inhabited  principlly  by  British  sub- 
jects, unaccustomed  to  the  law  of  Canada,  it  repealed  the  provision  in  the- 
14  Geo.  III.  ch.  83,  so  far  as  it  had  the  effect  of  introducing  the  French 
law  into  Upper  Canada, and  enacted  that  “from  and  after  the  passing  of 
that  act,  in  all  matttrs  of  controversy  relative  to  property  and  civil  rights, 
resort  should  be  had  to  the  laws  of  England  as  the  rule  for  the  decision 
for  the  same.  And  that  all  matters  relating  to  testimony  and  legal  proof 
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in  the  investigation  of  fact,  and  the  forms  thereof  in  the  several  courts  of 
law  and  equity  within  this  province,  shall  be  regulated  by  the  rules  of 
evidence  established  in  England  with  a proviso,  that  the  act  “ should 
not  be  construed  to  interfere  with  the  subsisting  provisions  respecting 
ecclesiastical  rights  or  dues  within  the  province,  or  with  the  forms  of  pro- 
ceedings in  civil  actions,  or  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  already  establish- 
ed,” or  to  introduce,  ‘‘any  of  the  laws  of  England  respecting  the  mainten- 
ance of  the  poor  or  respecting  bankrupts.”  On  this  foundation  rests  our  right 
the  enjoyment  of  the  laws  of  England,  except  as  regards  the  criminal  law, 
which  having  been  introduced  by  the  royal  proclamation  into  the  province 
of  Quebec  as  there  defined,  w“as  afterwards,  by  the  statute  14  Geo.  III. 
ch.  83,  extended  to  the  whole  territory,  (including  Upper  Canada,)  which 
was  by  that  act  made  to  constitute  the  province  of  Quebec,  and  has  ever 
since  been  allowed  to  continue  in  force  there  ; being  expressly  recognised 
in  Upper  Canada  by  40  Geo.  III.  ch.  1,  and  modified  by  that  and  many 
■subsequent  statutes.  Except  for  the  purpose  of  tracing  the  history  of  the 
introduction  of  the  laws  which  govern  this  colony,  it  was  unnecessary  to 
the  decision  of  the  point  before  us,  to  have  gone  further  back  than  the 
statute  32  Geo.  III.  ch.  1 ; whatever  was  done  before  cannot  affect  the 
question,  though  some  things  which  have  been  done  afterwards  may. 
Then  looking  in  the  first  place  at  the  words  of  this  statute,  it  is  my 
opinion,  that  they  do  not  place  the  introduction  of  the  English  law  on  a 
footing  materially  different,  as  regards  the  extent  of  the  introduction,  from 
what  would  have  been  or  rather  from  what  was  the  effect  of  the  procla- 
mation of  7th  October,  1863,  in  those  territories  to  which  it  extended,  or 
from  the  footing  on  which  the  laws  of  England  stand  in  those  colonies  in 
which  they  are  merely  assumed  to  be  in  force  on  the  principles  of  the  com- 
mon law,  by  reason  of  such  colonies  having  been  first  inhabited  and  planted 
by  British  subjects.  The  restrictions  intimated  in  the  passage  which  I have 
cited  from  the  commentaries  and  the  reasons  of  Sir  Wm.  Grant  in  the 
case  of  the  Attorney  General  v.  Stuart,  apply  I think  in  the  case  of  an 
introduction  by  express  enactment  in  such  general  terms  as  well  as  in  the 
other  case.  It  would  have  been  hardly  possible  for  the  legislature  to  have 
excepted  in  special  terms  all  those  British  statutes  which  being  inappli- 
cable to  the  condition  of  the  colony,  they  might  not  wish  to  include  as 
parts  of  the  law  of  England.  And  it  is  impossible  to  allow  that  they 
could  have  intended,  by  the  words  they  used,  to  embrace  every  provision  in 
the  British  statute  book  which  they  did  not  specially  except.  It  is  true 
indeed  that  they  have  made  some  special  exceptions ; in  their  enactment 
they  have  been  careful  to  provide  that  we  are  not  under  the  general  words 
used  by  them,  to  take  the  English  poor  laws  and  bankrupt  laws  with  the 
rest ; these  were  both  of  them  systems  of  law  framed  wholly  by  English 
statutes.  It  cannot  be  denied  to  be  a maxim  that  “mentio  unius  exclusio 
est  alterius.”  And  it  may  be  said  that  the  legislature,  in  making  these 
two  exceptions,  evinced  their  impression  that  if  they  had  not  made  them, 
the  poor  laws  and  bankrupt  laws  w’ould  under,  the  words  which  they  had 
used  before  in  the  statute,  have  been  introduced  into  the  province.  The 
argument  consequently  applies  quantum  valeat ; but  I am  of  opinion  that 
we  cannot  allow  it  so  much  force  as  to  admit,  that  every  English  statute 
of  a general  nature  not  expected,  is  in  force  because  it  was  not  excepted. 
The  legislature,  looking  on  the  poor  laws  and  bankrupt  laws  as  unsuited 
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to  the  condition  of  the  colony,  were  determined  to  leave  no  room  for 
doubt  as  to  their  exclusion ; and  therefore,  for  greater  caution  expressly 
excepted  them  ; but  if  we  were  therefore  now  to  hold  that  all  statutes 
which  they  have  not  excepted,  and  which  could  by  their  nature  be 
enforced  here,  must  therefore  be  binding  upon  us  ; we  should  be  making- 
great  and  I fear  absurd  changes  in  our  system  of  laws,  as  it  has  been 
always  hitherto  received  and  acted  upon  here.  The  game  laws,  for 
instance,  are  not  excepted  in  the  statute  ; nor  the  statutes  which  disable 
persons  from  using  a trade  who  have  not  served  seven  years  apprentice- 
ship ; nor  any  of  the  multitude  of  acts  relating  to  certain  trades  and  manu- 
factures,and  indeed  it  would  be  easy  to  enumerate  a long  list  of  statutes,  all 
actually  capable  of  being  acted  upon  in  this  country,but  which,having  been 
passed  upon  grounds  and  for  purposes  peculiar  to  England  and  either  wholly 
or  in  a great  degree  foreign  to  this  colony,  have  never  been  attempted  to  be 
enforced  here,  and  have  never  been  taken  to  apply  to  us.  And  indeed 
several  occasions  have  arisen  in  which  this  court  has  determined  with 
respect  to  certain  British  statutes  passed  before  our  provincial  statute  32 
Geo.  III.  ch.  1.  that  they  formed  no  part  of  the  law  of  this  province,  not 
having  provisions  in  their  nature  applicable,  and  such  as  it  could  be  sup- 
posed the  legislature  intended  to  introduce  under  the  general  words  used 
by  them  ; these  words  too,  it  must  be  remarked,  are  not  such  as  expressly 
introduce  the  whole  civil  law  of  England ; they  seem  rather  intended  to 
be  more  prudently  limited  to  the  purpose  of  giving  the  principles  of 
English  law,  modified  of  course  as  they  have  been  by  statutes,  as  the 
rule  of  decision  for  settling  questions  as  they  might  arise  relative  to  pro- 
perty and  civil  rights.  Still  it  must  be  confessed  that  a wide  field  is 
opened  for  dispute  by  the  term  civil  rights.  Among  a man’s  civil  rights, 
it  may  be  argued,  is  the  right  of  disposing  of  his  property  as  he  thinks  fit. 
And  when  he  has  made  a disposition  of  it,  the  legality  of  which  is  ques- 
tioned, that  seems  to  present  a point  which  must  be  solved,  since  our 
statute  32  Geo.  III.  ch.  1,  by  conceding  what  a man  in  the  exercise  of  his 
oivil  rights  might  in  such  a case  do  in  England,  and  taking  that  as  the 
rule  for  deciding  the  controversy  between  the  persons  claiming  under  the 
disposition  which  may  be  questioned,  and  the  person  who  would  be  entitled 
to  the  property  as  the  representative  of  the  deceased,  if  he  had  not  the 
power  to  dispose  of  it  as  he  has  done.  To  decide  these  constitutional  points, 
lor  such  they  are,  upon  principles  so  manifestly  clear  and  consistent,  as  to 
keep  free  from  all  appearance  of  conflicting  decisions,  is  more  I apprehend 
than  it  can  be  hoped  to  attain.  That  misera  servitus  which  is  said  to  exist 
where  “ Jus  est  vagum,”  is  so  justly  dreaded  in  thoie  times,  that  no  one 
can  consent  to  admit  that  there  exists  in  any  tribunal  an  arbitrary  dis- 
cretion to  say  what  British  statutes  shall  be  in  force  here,  and  what  not ; 
and  yet,  on  the  other  hand,  in  the  present  state  of  our  jurisprudence  there 
oannot  be  said  to  be  any  other  method  of  settling  all  these  doubts  as  they 
arise,  than  for  courts  of  justice  to  determine  them,  not  by  any  arbitrary 
exercise  of  their  will,  for  they  can  claim  no  such  right,  but  upon  the  best 
views  which  they  can  take  of  arguments  which  cannot  in  their  nature  lead 
to  any  clear  and  incontestable  conclusion.  To  repeat  what  I have 
already  quoted  from  Mr.  Justice  Blackstone,  What  shall  be  admitted 
and  what  rejected,  at  what  times  and  under  what  restrictions,  must  in 
case  of  dispute  be  decided  in  the  first  instance  by  the  provincial  judi- 
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cature,  subject  to  the  revision  and  control  of  the  king  and  council,”  and 
we  may  add,  subject  also  to  any  express  provision  which  the  legislature 
of  the  mother  country  or  of  the  province  may  think  fit  to  make.  With 
regard  to  this  particular  statute  9 Geo.  III.  ch.  36,  when  I consider  the 
English  decisions  as  to  what  are  charitable  uses  within  the  intention  of 
the  act,  I cannot  persuade  myself  that  there  have  not  been  many  dis- 
positions made  in  this  province  of  property,  both  hf  deed  and  by  will, 
which  would  be  held  to  come  within  the  prohibitions  of  the  statute,  but 
which  have  nevertheless  been  acquiesced  in  and  executed  without  ques- 
tion. In  the  case  of  Doe  dem.  McDonald  and  others  v.  McDougall,  in 
this  court,  Trin.  Term,  3 and  4 Will.  IY.,the  question  whether  this 
statute  was  in  force  here  was  discussed,  and  as  far  as  I know,  for  the  first 
time.  The  point  was  not  determined  in  that  case,  for  the  judgment 
proceeded  on  other  grounds  of  objection  which  prevailed  : but  I recollect 
that  I formed  and  expressed  an  opinion  upon  it,  and  that  looking  to  the 
reason  of  the  thing,  and  fully  concurring  in  the  sentiments  which  had 
been  delivered  by  Sir  W.  Grant,  in  the  case  of  The  Attorney-General  v. 
Stuart,  I was  disposed  to  look  upon  the  statute  as  not  binding,  in  this 
province,  and  that  would  still  be  my  opinion,  if  the  point  were  left  to 
depend  wholly  on  the  effect  of  our  statute  32  Geo.  III.  ch.  1.  I think  the 
reasoning  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  as  applied  to  the  particular  provi- 
sions and  exceptions  in  that  statute,  is  obvious  and  irresistible,  and  that 
it  should  lead  us  to  say,  that  the  legislature  if  they  had  given  no  other 
evidence  of  their  intention  than  is  to  be  found  in  statute  32  Geo.  III. 
ch.  1,  did  not  intend  by  that  act  to  introduce  the  statutes  of  Mortmain, 
among  which  the  9th  Geo.  II.  is  usually  though  not  very  accurately  class- 
ed. But  my  opinion  is,that  we  cannot  properly  hold  that  opinion  now, after 
the  legislative  exposition  which  has  been  afforded,  and  especially  in  recent 
times,  of  the  assumed  effect  of  that  statute.  The  legislature  it  is  admit- 
ted, are  the  best  interpreters  of  their  own  laws ; and  to  say  nothing  of 
other  evidences  they  have  given  of  their  understanding  upon  this  point, 
by  the  Church  Temporalities  Act,  passed  in  3 and  4 Yic.,  ch.  78,  they  have 
provided  that  lands  may  be  conveyed  to  such  uses,  for  the  benefit  of 
The  United  Church  of  England  Ireland  in  this  province,  as  would  elearly 
have  been  prohibited  by  the  British  stat.  9 Geo.  II.,  and  they  have  shewn  it 
to  be  their  understanding,  that  without  such  express  legislative  authority  the 
English  statutes  of  Mortmain  would  have  restrained  parties  from  making 
such  a disposition,  for  they  have  added  the  words  ^‘the  acts  of  parliament 
commonly  called  the  statutes  of  Mortmain,  or  other  acts,  laws  or  usages 
to  the  contrary  thereof  notwithstanding}”  the  9 Geo.  II.  ch.  36,  being 
commonly  regarded  as  one. of  these  statutes  of  Mortmain;  but  the  legis- 
lature not  being  really  anxious  to  relieve  parties  in  this  instance  entirely 
from  its  restrictions,  they  accompanied  the  authority  given  by  the  act  with 
limitations  in  the  same  spirit,  though  not  to  the  same  extent,  as  those  con- 
tained in  9 Geo.  II.  ch.  36.  They  only  give  validity  to  deeds  con- 
veying lands  to  the  use  of  the  church,  provided  such  deeds  shall  be  mad6 
and  executed  six  months  at  the  least  before  the  death  of  the  person  con- 
veying the  same,  and  shall  be  registered  within  six  months  after  his 
decease.  The  recognitions  by  the  legislature  to  which  I have  alluded, 
are  subsequent  to  the  discussion  of  the  question  in  Doe  dem.  McDonell 
et  al.  V.  McDougall  et  ah,  whether  the  stat.  9 Geo.  II.  ch.  36,  was  or 
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was  not  binding  in  Upper  Canada.  We  can  hardly  suppose  a point  more 
especially  within  the  province  of  the  legislature  to  decide,  than  whether  a 
particular  part  of  the  statute  law  of  England  is  or  is  not  so  far  in  its 
nature  applicable  to  the  state  of  things  in  this  province,  that  it  may  in 
reason  be  considered  to  be  included  within  the  operation  of  the  statute 
which  they  had  themselves  passed,  introducing  the  law  of  England  relative 
to  property  and  civil  rights.  If,  after  the  Church  Temporalities  Act^ 
which  I have  particularly  referred  to,  and  which  certainly  is  based  on  the 
assumption  of  the  Statutes  of  Mortmain  being  in  force  here,  we  were  to 
hold  that  the  statute  in  question,  9 Geo.  II,  ch.  36,  is  not  in  force,  then 
this  incongruity  would  follow,  that  while  people  would  be  restricted  from 
conveying  lands  to  religious  and  charitable  uses  connected  with  the 
Church  of  England,  in  any  other  manner  than  by  a deed  made  six  months 
before  the  death  of  the  grantor,  and  registered  within  six  months  after,, 
they  might  convey  their  lands  to  religious  and  charitable  purposes  con- 
nected with  any  other  denominations  of  Christians  without  any  restrictioh 
whatever,  and  might  devise  all  their  estates  to  such  uses  even  upon  their 
death-beds.  What  is  said  by  the  Master  of  the  Kolls,  in  Curtis  v.  Hut- 
ton, (a)  very  strongly  accords  with  this  view  of  the  case.  If  the  Legislature 
had  left  the  subject  of  “Mortmain”  untouched,  making  no  reference  to> 
it  in  any  of  their  acts,  then  I think  for  the  reasons  given  by  Sir  W.  Grant, 
in  Attorney-General  v.  Stuart,  we  should  have  held  that  the  statutes  of 
Mortmain  were  not  introduced  by  the  provincial  statute  32  Geo.  III., 
ch.  1,  but  to  treat  them  as  inapplicable  to  this  province,  and  on  that 
ground  to  keep  them  wholly  out  of  view,  after  what  the  legislature  has 
done  in  contemplation  of  their  being  in  force,  would  lead  to  greater  in- 
conveniences and  inconsistencies  than  those  which  Sir  William  Grant  has 
pointed  out  as  arguments  against  their  being  held  generally  applica- 
ble to  colonies.  Me  ought,  in  my  opinion,  now  to  take  into  our  view 
all  that  legislature  has  done,  bearing  on  this  question  ; and  doing  so,  we 
must  hold  that  the  statute  9 Geo.  II.  ch.  36,  is  part  of  our  laws,  and 
that  under  it  the  disposition  made  by  the  testator  by  the  will  in  this  case 
is  void,  and  that  the  estate  has,  consequently  , devolved  on  the  heir  at  law, 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  In  considering  this  question  I have  not  left 
out  of  view  the  twenty-fourth  section  of  the  provincial  statute  2 Geo.  lY., 
(2  sec.  ch.  1)  by  which  each  and  every  of  the  statutes  of  jeofails,  and 
each  and  every  of  the  statutes  of  limitations,  and  each  and  every  of  the 
statutes  for  the  amendment  of  the  law,  excepting  those  of  mere  local  expe- 
diency, which  from  time  to  time  have  been  provided  and  enacted  respect- 
ing the  law  of  England,  are  adopted  and  declared  to  be  valid  and  effectual 
for  the  same  purpose  in  this  Province.  I believe  an  idea  prevails  that  by 
the  words  “Statutes  for  the  amendment  of  the  law,”  used  in  this  clause, 
the  statutes  for  amendment  of  legal  proceedings,  which  are  commonly 
called  the  statutes  of  amendment,  are  alone  meant.  That  may  have  been 
the  intention,  and  may  be  the  proper  construction,  though  I am  not  at 
present  prepared  to  say  soj  but  however  this  may  be,  that  clause  can  have 
no  effect  in  varying  the  opinion  I have  expressed  on  this  question. 

Jones,  J. — -The  will  it  is  contended  is  void,  under  9 Geo.  II.  ch.  36^, 
and  it  is  undoubtedly  so,  if  that  statute  is  in  force  in  this  province.  Th& 

(a)  14  Yes.  541. 


90 


queen’s  bench,  EASTER  TERM,  8 AND  9 VIO. 


statutes  of  Mortmain,  and  the  statute  of  9 Geo.  II,  ch.  36,  which  has 
been  generally  classed  among  them,  have  been  regarded  as  part  of  the 
law  of  Upper  Canada,  by  our  adoption  of  the  law  of  England,  of  which 
they  form  a most  important  part.  The  mere  circumstance  that  the  deed 
required  by  the  9 Geo,  II.  ch.  36,  to  pass  lands  for  charitable  uses,  should 
be  enrolled  in  Chancery  within  six  months  after  its  execution,  when  no 
Court  of  Chancery  existed  in  the  country,  cannot  be  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  determination  that  the  law  was  not  applicable  to  and  therefore  was 
not  adopted  as  the  law  of  the  province.  If  this  provision  was  calculated 
to  prevent  the  alienation  of  lands  altogether  for  charitable  uses,  it  was  for 
the  legislature  to  have  interfered  and  provided  a remedy;  wanting  such 
provision,  I do  not  see  how  this  court  can  declare  that  the  law  is  not  in 
force.  The  sixteenth  section  3 Yic.  ch.  74,  recognizes  the  statutes  of 
mortmain  as  in  force  in  this  province,  for  it  authorizes  the  conveyance  of 
lands  as  the  endowment  of  a bishop’s  see,  or  for  the  general  uses  of  the 
Church  of  England,  notwithstanding  the  statutes  of  mortmain,  or  other 
acts,  to  the  contrary.  Such  provision  was  unnecessary,  if  the  statutes 
referred  to  are  not  in  force.  And  moreover,  if  they  are  not  in  force,  the 
proviso  to  the  clause  acts  as  a great  restraint  upon  the  Curch  of  England, 
by  requiring  the  deeds  and  conveyances,  for  the  purposes  mentioned,  to  be 
registered  six  months  before,  and  not  later  than  six  months  after,  the 
decease  of  the  person  conveying  the  same,  while  all  other  denominations 
of  religion  can  take  conveyances  for  the  same  purposes  without  such 
restriction ; such  could  not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature. 
It  was  also  contended  that  the  will  was  void  for  uncertainty,  but  the  case 
cited  in  argument  by  the  defendant’s  counsel  is  an  authority  to  shew 
that  the  devise  is  not  open  to  that  objection.  I think  that  the  heir  at 
law  is  entitled  to  recover,  and  therefore  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

McLean,  J. — By  9th  Geo.  II.  ch,  36,  sec.  1,  no  manors,  lands,  advow- 
sons  or  other  hereditaments,  nor  any  money  or  other  personal  estate  to 
he  laid  out  in  lands  &c, , shall  be  given  to  any  bodies,  politic  or  otherwise, 
or  any  way  charged  in  trust  for  charitable  uses,  unless  such  gift  (other 
than  stocks  in  the  public  funds)  be  made  by  deed  indented  in  presence  of 
two  witnesses,  twelve  calendar  months  before  the  death  of  such  donor,  and 
be  enrolled  in  Chancery  within  six  calendar  months  after  execution.  Sec. 
3.  All  gifts  of  land,  &c.,  or  of  any  charge  affecting  lands,  or  of  any  stock 
or  personal  estate  to  be  Ikid  out  in  lands,  &c,  for  charitable  uses,  which 
shall  be  made  in  any  other  manner,  shall  be  void.  By  the  provincial  statute, 
the  first  upon  our  statute  book,  32  Geo-  III.  ch.  1,  sec.  3,  it  is  enacted, 
that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  that  act,  in  all  matters  of  controversy 
relative  to  property  and  civil  rights,  resort  shall  be  had  to  the  laws  of 
England  as  the  rule  for  the  decision  of  the  same.  And  by  the  last  clause 
of  the  same  act  it  is  declared  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall  be  con- 
strued to  introduce  any  of  the  laws  of  England  respecting  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  poor,  or  respecting  bankrupts.  With  these  exceptions,  then, 
the  laws  of  England,  as  they  stood  in  1792,  are  to  form  the  rule  for 
deciding  all  questions  or  controversies  relative  to  property  and  civil  rights; 
but  it  is  evident,  from  the  words  of  the  statute,  that  they  “ shall  form  the 
rule  ” for  such  decisions,  that  the  legislature  must  have  been  well  aware, 
that  in  very  many  other  matters  as  well  as  in  reference  to  the  poor  and 
bankrupt  laws,  the  laws  of  England  were  wholly  inapplicable  to  the  cir- 
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cumstances  of  this  province,  and  could  not  therefore  he  introduced  as  a 
body  of  laws  to  he  enforced  in  all  cases.  They  are  therefore  only  to  form 
the  rule  in  all  matters  in  which  they  can  properly  and  reasonably  he 
brought  into  operation  here.  The  Statutes  of  Mortmain  formed  a part  of 
the  law  of  England  introduced  as  the  rule  of  decision  in  all  cases  coming 
under  their  operation  ; and  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  their  application 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  country.  They  have  always  been  considered 
in  force  here  by  the  legislature,  and  in  several  acts  of  parliament,  some  of 
recent  date,  they  are  expressly  recognized.  The  plaintiff  claims  the  lands 
in  dispute  in  this  case,  on  the  ground  that  the  devise  made  of  them  by  the 
late  Eohert  Anderson  to  the  defendants,  his  executors  in  trust,  to  he 
appropriated  to  the  use  of  the  Canadian  Wesleyan  New  Connexion  Body 
of  Missionaries  in  Africa,  or  any  other  body  his  executors  shall  choose,  is 
void,  under  the  3rd  clause  of  the  act  9 Geo.  II.  ch.  36 ; and  as  that 
clause  expressly  declares  that  all  gifts  of  land  for  charitable  uses,  which 
are  not  made  in  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  1st  section,  shall  he 
void,  it  follows,  that  the  intended  devise  in  this  case  must  fail,  and  that 
the  claim  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  must  he  sustained  ; unless  the  2nd 
clause  of  the  Act  of  1840,  chap.  73,  can  be  construed  to  enable  the 
defendants  to  hold  the  property  in  trust  for  the  Canadian  Wesleyan  New 
Connexion  Body  of  Missionaries  in  Africa,  as  one  of  the  denominations 
of  Christians  authorized  by  that  act  to  hold  lands  for  the  support  of  pub- 
lic worship  and  the  propagation  of  Christian  knowledge.  But  as  these 
denominations  can  only  take  lands  in  the  manner  specified  in  the  act  9th 
Geo.  lY.  ch.  2,  to  which  it  refers,  and  the  forms  required  by  that  act  have 
not  been  observed  on  this  occasion,  and  in  fact  the  act  contains  no  pro- 
vision by  which  lands  may  he  he  conveyed  by  devise,  it  cannot  afford  any 
support  to  the  claim  oi  the  defendants. 

Eule  discharged. 


SATUEDAY,  21st  JUNE,  1845. 


Before  The  Chief  Justice, 

Mr.  Justice  McLean, 
Mr.  Justice  Hagerman. 


The  Queen  v.  Schram  et  al. 

It  is  no  ground  for  discharging  the  estreat  of  a recognizance  of  bail,  that  the 
bail  did  not  receive  from  the  magistrate  who  took  the  recognizance,  the  notice 
directed  to  be  given  by  7 Will.  4,  ch.  10,  sec.  8. 

The  defendants  were  bound  in  the  sum  of  £25  each,  for  the  appear- 
auce  of  one  Claris  at  the  last  assizes  for  the  London  District,  to  answer  to 
a charge  for  an  assault.  Claris  did  not  appear,  and  the  recognizance  was 
estreated  at  the  assizes. 

Beecher,  on  behalf  of  the  bail,  now  applies  for  the  relief  of  the  bail, 
on  the  ground  that  the  mtagistrate  by  whom  they  had  been  hound  over 
to  appear,  had  omitted  to  give  them  the  notice  prescribed  by  7 Will.  lY, 
oh.  10,  sec.  8,  to  he  given  to  hail  in  criminal  cases. 
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Kobinson,  C.  J. — We  have  decided  that  an  omission  to  give  this  notice 
does  not  constitute  a ground  for  relieving  the  bail  from  their  recognizance^ 
Eex.  V.  Thorpe,  {a).  It  would,  indeed,  open  the  door  to  much  mischief, 
if  we  should  hold  otherwise  ; we  should  then  have  perpetual  questions 
about  the  sufficiency  and  regularity  of  the  notice.  It  is  a mere  direction 
of  the  statute,  intended  for  the  convenience  of  parties,  who  are,  never- 
theless, bound  by  their  undertaking,  if  they  have  not  this  additional  notice 
to  remind  them  of  it.  It  is  not  shown  here  that  the  prosecutor  did 
not  attend  at  the  assizes,  or  that  there  was  anything  to  prevent  the  de- 
fendant from  being  tried,  if  he  had  appeared.  We  cannot,  therefore,  say 
that  there  has  not  been  a failure  of  justice,  by  the  failure  of  the  defendant 
to  do  what  his  bail  engaged  he  should  do,  and  a failure  for  which  no  cause 
is  shewn.  Looking  at  the  5th  and  10th  clauses  of  the  act,  and  at  what 
we  have  formerly  held  upon  similar  applications,  we  think  we  ought  not 
to  interfere  in  this  case,  there  being  really  no  ground  shown  for  it.  If  the 
parties  seek  to  be  relieved  upon  the  mere  ground  of  indulgence,  and  as 
an  act  of  favor,  their  application  should  be  addressed  to  the  Executive 
Government. 

Eule  refused. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Yice  Chanoellor  op  Upper  Canada. 

Where  on  an  application  for  a prohibition  to  the  Vice-Chancellor  sitting  in; 
Bankruptcy  as  the  Court  of  Review,  the  court  were  about  to  order  the  writ 
to  issue,  when  the  party,  whose  proceedings  were  about  to  be  restrained,  ap- 
plied for  directions  that  the  party  moving  should  declare  in  prohibition,  which 
was  accordingly  ordered  by  the  court,  and  afterwards  the  same  party  applied 
to  stay  further  proceedings  without  costs,  which  was  opposed  by  the  plaintiff 
in  prohibition,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  proceeding  to  recover  substantial 
damages,  the  court  refused  to  direct  the  proceedings  to  be  stayed. 

In  this  case  a prohibition  was  moved  last  term  to  be  directed  to  the 
Vice-Chancellor  sitting  in  Bankruptcy  as  the  Court  of  Eeview,  under  the 
bankruptcy  act,  7 Vic.  ch.  10,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  assuming  juris- 
diction illegally,  in  making  an  order  in  a case  of  bankruptcy  while  the 
proceedings  were  exclusively  under  the  control  of  the  District  Commis- 
sioners. Upon  considering  the  case,  the  court  considered  that  it  was 
incumbent  upon  them  to  grant  the  writ,  and  expressed  that  opinion  on 
the  first  day  of  last  term,  when 

Mr.  Sullivan,  on  behalf  of  the  party  who  was  proceeding  before  the 
Vice-Chancellor,  desired  that  the  party  applying  for  the  prohibition  might 
be  directed  to  declare,  which,  according  to  the  usual  practice  in  such 
cases,  was  ordered  by  the  court.  This  was  afterwards  done,  a declara- 
tion filed,  and  a plea  demanded.  In  the  meantime,  the  petitioning  credi- 
tor’s supposed  debt,  which  was  the  foundation  of  the  commission,  has  been 
adjudged  in  the  course  of  the  proper  legal  proceedings,  not  to  exist ; and 
as  the  commission  must  therefore  necessarily  be  superseded,  there  was  no 
longer  any  occasion  for  pressing  the  prohibition,  nor  any  motive  for 
opposing  it ; and  now  in  this  term, 

ifr.  Sullivan,  for  the  defendant  in  prohibition,  moves  that  further  pro- 
ceedings upon  the  declaration  be  stayed,  the  defendant  being  willing  to 
submit  to  the  prohibition,  and  urging,  on  the  authority  of  Gegye  v.  Jones, 


(a)  Hil.  Term,  1842. 
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^ Str.  1149,  as  the  directions  to  declare  were  in  his  favour,  he  might  of 
<;ourse  waive  it. 

Blake  and  Vankoughnet  for  the  plaintiff  in  prohibition,  however,  op- 
posed the  stay  of  proceedings,  and  shew  for  cause,  on  affidavit  that  since 
the  directions  to  declare,  the  defendant  has  in  fact  taken  steps  in  the 
Court  of  Eeview,  which  he  would  have  been  restrained  from  doing  if  the 
court  had  issued  the  writ,  as  they  undoubtedly  would  have  done  but  for 
his  desire  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  directed  to  declare.  And  he  claims 
a right  in  consequence,  to  proceed  m his  prohibition  suit,  in  order  to  re- 
cover substantial  damages  for  the  expense  he  has  been  put  to,  by  the  pro- 
ceedings, which  he  contends  are  illegal.  They  cited  1 B.  and  Ad.  134. 

Mr.  Sullivan  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  defendant  does  not  admit 
that  he  has  done  anything  which  could  have  been  in  contempt  of  the 
writ,  if  it  had  issued  last  term,  when  the  court  were  ready  to  award  it, 
but  he  insists  on  his  right  to  have  the  proceedings  stayed,  on  submitting 
to  the  writ,  and  says  that  the  plaintiff  can  gain  nothing  by  proceeding, 
inasmuch  as  he  can  and  will  deny  the  statement  in  the  declaration  that 
any  writ  of  prohibition  had  in  fact  issued,  before  he  took  the  alleged 
steps — which  must  prevent  the  plaintiff’s  recovery. 

K'obinson,  C.  J . — We  might,  indeed,  under  the  sanction  of  a very 
recent  decision  in  England,  have  awarded  the  writ  at  once,  and  thus  de- 
cided the  matter  summarily,  if  we  had  thought  proper  to  act  upon  the 
conclusion  that  the  point  admitted  of  no  doubt,  but  out  of  respect  to  the 
jurisdiction,  which  it  was  proposed  to  restrain,  we  did  not  choose  to  de- 
termine in  this  first  case  of  the  kind,  that  there  could  be  no  point  to  be 
argued,  and  therefore,  took  the  common  course  of  directing  the  party  to 
declare  in  prohibition.  It  is  clear  in  our  opinion,  that  we  ought  not,  on 
the  stat^ent  of  facts  now  before  us,  to  stay  the  plaintiff’s  pfoceedings, 
without  costs,  and  as  of  course.  He  should  be  allowed  to  proceed  in  the 
suit  if  he  is  so  advised.  The  justice  of  the  case  certainly  requires  that 
the  writ  having  been  withheld,  merely  because  the  plaintiff  was  put  to 
declare,  he  should  suffer  nothing  from  the  writ  not  having  been  issued. 
The  fictitious  statement  of  an  actual  prohibition,  which  necessarily  forms 
part  of  the  declaration,  is  not  traversable,  when  the  object  of  the  suit  is 
merely  to  obtain  judgment  of  prohibition,  but  in  such  case,  the  plaintiff 
recovers  only  a shilling  damages,  for  it  is  in  the  nature  of  an  issue  to  in- 
form the.  conscience  of  the  court,  and  after  he  has  got  judgment,  he  may 
bring  his  action  upon  the  case,  and  recover  the  damages  he  has  sustained. 
The  plaintiff  seems  to  be  of  opinion,  that  by  proceeding  in  his  suit,  he 
eould  recover  substantial  damages  on  account  of  the  proceedings  taken 
since  the  order  to  declare.  If  he  can,  which  we  do  not  at  present  decide, 
he  has  further  to  consider  whether,  when  he  proceeds  for  that  purpose, 
the  defendant  will  be  precluded  from  traversing  the  fictitious  statement 
of  an  actual  prohibition,  as  he  is  in  ordinary  cases.  We  consider  that 
we  are  not  bounJ  to  make  any  order  staying  proceedings,  unless  upon 
the  equitable  terms  that  the  defen  I ant  should  pay  the  costs  occasioned  by 
any  proceedings  he  may  have  taken  since  the  opinion  of  this  court  was 
given  in  favour  of  the  prohibition.  It  is  for  the  plaintiff  to  inform  him- 
self, whether  he  can  obtain  the  end  that  he  desires,  by  proceeding  in  this 
suit,  or  whether,  since  the  defendant  has  submitted  to  the  prohibition, 
he  has  not  another  course  open  to  him  for  recovering  damages  for  the  in- 
jury he  has  sustained,  by  the  illegal  proceedings. 
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Before  Mr.  Justice  Jones. 


Burnham  v.  Manners. 

A sherift  will  not  be  allowed  to  retain  money  which  he  has  made  on  an  execution  ^ 
on  the  ground  that  he  has  himself  a claim  for  the  amount  retained,  against  the 
plaintiff,  who  has  absconded,  where  the  plaintiff's  attorney  is  the  person  en- 
titled to  receive  it,  in  consequence  of  advances  made  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  having  obtained  a judgment  against  the  defendant,  issued 
a writ  of  fi.  fa.  against  his  goods,  by  his  attorneys,  Messrs.  Gamble  and 
Boulton,  who  indorsed  and  delivered  the  writ  to  the  sheriff  of  the  l!Tew- 
castle  District.  The  plaintiff  afterwards  absconded,  and  the  attorney 
called  upon  the  sheriff  after  the  return  of  the  writ,  which  had  been  re- 
turned, money  made,  to  pay  over  to  them  the  amount  which  he  had 
levied.  He  paid  over  to  them  the  costs  in  the  suit,  but  refused  to  pay 
the  debt,  alleging  that  he  had  become  surety  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
he  retained  the  amount  of  the  debt  in  his  hands  to  indemnify  himself. 
Upon  an  application  to  the  court,  the  sheriff  was  directed  to  pay  the 
money  into  court,  which  having  been  done. 

J.  L.  Robinson  last  term  obtained  a rule  upon  the  sheriff,  to  show 
cause  why  the  amount  paid  into  court  should  not  be  paid  out  to  Messrs. 
Gamble  and  Boulton,  who  filed  affidavits  that  monies  had  been  advanced 
by  them  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  security  of  this  and  other  executions. 

Crooks  shewed  cause. 

Jones,  J. — It  seems  to  me,  that  without  the  intervention  of  the  plain- 
tiff, the  attorney  on  record  and  on  the  h.  fa.  may  call  upon  the  sheriff 
to  pay  over  monies  collected,  and  for  which,  after  receipt,  the  attorney  is 
accountable  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  a sheriff  cannot  be  permitted  to  set 
up  a private  claim  against  the  plaintiff,  unconnected  with  the  suit,  and 
thereby  resist  the  payment.  There  being  attaching  creditors  upon  the 
estate  of  the  plaintiff,  cannot  affect  this  question,  as  between  the  attorney 
and  the  sheriff. 

Rule  absolute  without  costs. 


The  King’s  College  v.  Matbee. 

Where  a plaintiff  gives  notice  of  assessment  of  damages  after  judgment  by  default^ 
and  does  not  countermand  his  notice,  nor  proceed  to  assess  his  damages,  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  day. 

Myers  moved  for  the  costs  of  the  day,  the  plaintiff  not  having  pro- 
ceeded to  assess  damages,  pursuant  to  notice. 

Jones,  J, — Where  the  plaintiff  does  not  proceed  to  assess  damages 
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according  to  his  notice,  or  countermand  it  in  time,  the  defendant  is  enti- 
tled to  the  costs  of  the  day,  on  an  affidavit  of  attendance,  and  of  neces- 
sary expenses.  V.  . 

Rule  granted. 


Tool  v.  Low. 

Where  a defendant  moved  to  set  aside  the  services  of  a writ  of  capias  ad  respon- 
dendum for  irregularity,  and  it  appeared  that  the  process  served  was  a testatum 
and  not  an  original  writ,  the  rule  was  discharged  with  costs, 

Whitehead  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  services  of  the  writ 
of  capias  ad  respondendum  issued  in  this  cause,  for  irregularity  in  the 
notice  to  appear  indorsed  on  the  copy  served,  the  day  and  place  when 
and  where  the  defendant  was  required  to  appear,  not  being  mentioned 
in  accordance  with  the  statute. 

Durand  shewed  cause,  and  filed  an  affidavit  shewing  that  the  copy 
of  process  served  was  a copy  of  a testatum^  and  not  of  an  original 
writ  of  capias  ad  respondendum,  and  contended,  the  ground  of  the  defen- 
dant’s motion  being  incorrectly  stated,  that  his  rule  ought  to  bo  dis- 
charged. 

Jones,  J. — There  being  no  merit  in  the  application  to  set  aside  the 
service,  and  the  fact  of  the  motion  being  made,  shewing  that  the  defen- 
dant has  not  been  misled,  I discharge  the  rule  with  costs.  Where  a 
party  purposes  to  take  advantage  of  technical  objections,  he  must  take 
care  that  his  own  proceedings  are  strictly  correct. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


Senior  v.  McEwen  et  al. 

Where  a defendant  obtains  time  to  plead  on  “the  usual  terms,”  he  is  bound  to 
take  short  notice  of  trial.  A notice  of  trial  not  addressed  to  the  defendant’s 
attorney,  but  served  upon  his  town  agent,  with  information  for  whom  it  was 
intended.  Held  a sufficient  notice. 

Phillpotts  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  verdict  rendered  in  this 
cause  at  the  last  Bathurst  district  assizes,  for  irregularity  in  the  notice 
of  trial,  on  two  grounds ; first,  that  the  notice  was  served  six  instead  of 
eight  days  before  the  assizes ; second,  that  it  was  not  addressed  to  the 
defendant’s  attorney.  The  notice  was  in  the  usual  form,  except  that  it 
was  not  directed  to  the  defendant’s  attorney.  It  appeared  that  the 
defendants  had,  on  the  8th  of  April,  obtained  an  order  for  time  to  plead 
on  “the  usual  terms,”  and  that,  when  the  notice  was  served,  it  was  given 
to  a clerk  of  the  agent  of  the  defendant’s  attorney,  who  was  at  the  same 
time  informed  that  the  notice  was  intended  for  the  defendant’s  attorney. 
No  affidavit  of  merits  was  filed,  nor  any  affidavit  to  shew  that  the  defen- 
dants had  been  misled. 

Crawford  shewed  cause. 

Jones,  J. — The  order  for  time  to  plead  having  been  granted,  on  “the 
usual  terms,”  the  defendant  was  bound  to  take  short  notice  of  trial,  and 
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the  notice  served  was  therefore  in  proper  time,  and  I think  that  the 
defendants  cannot  now  object  to  it  on  the  other  ground.  They  do  not 
shew  merits,  nor  that  they  were  misled  and  they  retained  the  notice, 
without  objecting  to  it  as  irregular  before  the  trial  took  place. — Bell  v. 
Graham,  et  al.  (a) 

Eule  discharged. 


Clarkson  v.  Miller. 

If  a cognovit  be  prepared  by  an  attorney,  and  his  name  be  endorsed  on  it  at  the 
time  of  execution,  it  is  a sufficient  compliance  with  the  rule  of  court,  Easter, 
9 Geo.  IV.,  although  the  cognovit  is  afterwards  executed  in  the  plaintiff’s  count- 
ing-house, when  his  attorney  is  not  present. 

Blake  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  judgment  entered  in 
this  cause,  for  irregularity,  on  the  ground  that  the  cognovit  on  which  it 
was  founded,  had  not  been  obtained  through  the  intervention  of  a prac- 
tising attorney,  in  accordance  with  the  rule  of  court,  Easter  9 Geo  lY., 
or,  as  having  been  entered  contrary  to  good  faith.  It  appeared  that  in 
the  month  of  March  last,  the  defendant  executed  a cognovit  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff  for  £385  ; which  sum  was  composed  of  a debt  then  due  from 
the  defendant  ot  a further  sum  not  due,  and  of  the  sum  of  £170,  being 
the  amount  of  a promissory  note  ihade  by  the  defendant,  and  indorsed  by 
the  plaintiff  to  Messrs.  Buchanan  & Co.,  payable  in  five  months,  and  not 
then  paid.  The  cognovit  was  prepared  at  the  plaintiff’s  instance,  by  his 
attorney,  Mr.  Moore,  whose  name  was  indorsed  on  it  before  it  was  exe- 
cuted by  the  defendant.  It  was  executed  in  the  plaintiff’s  counting- 
house,  and  was  witnessed  by  his  clerk,  Mr.  Moore  not  being  present ; and 
it  was  payable  immediately.  The  plaintiff  promised  that  he  would  not 
use  it  improperly,  and  the  defendant  understood  that  it  would  not  be 
proceeded  upon  until  the  month  of  June.  On  the  4th  of  April,  however, 
the  plaintiff  entered  judgment,  and  issued  execution.  Upon  which,  the 
defendant’s  goods  were  seized  and  sold,  to  an  amount,  with  some  pay- 
ments previously  made,  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  writ.  It  was  suggested 
that  the  rule  was  applied  for,  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant’s  assignees, 
he  having  since  become  bankrupt. 

Jones,  J. — It  appears  to  me,  that  where  the  plaintiff  procures  a cog- 
novit to  be  drawn  by  an  attorney,  whose  name  is  indorsed  upon  it  before 
execution,  the  rule  is  complied  with.  I consider  the  rule  to  have 
been  made  to  prevent  individuals  taking  cognovits  like  promissory  notes, 
without  the  intervention  of  an  attorney  ; which  had  been  the  practice 
before  the  rule  was  made ; not  that  an  attorney  should  be  present  on 
behalf  of  a defendant,  as  is  required  in  case  of  prisoners.  As  the  judg- 
ment was,  by  the  defendant’s  own  shewing,  to  be  entered  and  proceeded 
upon  in  the  month  of  June,  I see  no  object  in  setting  it  aside  now, 
even  if  the  plaintiff  had  unequivocally  undertaken  not  to  proceed  upon  the 
cognovit  befor  that  time.  It  was  stated  that  the  application  was  made 


(a)  Ante,  page  39. 
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at  the  ipstance  of  the  assignees  of  the  defendant,  who  has  been  made  a 
bankrupt.  That  is  not  shewn  by  affidavit;  and  if  it  were,  it  would  be 
better  that  the  validity  of  the  judgment  should  be  contested  by  the 
assignees,  in  the  ordinary  way.  There  seems  to  be  no  injustice  to  the 
defendant,  if  he  should  be  indemnified  as  to  the  170/.  note;  and  even  as 
to  that,  it  seems  he  is  now  discharged  by  his  certificate  of  bankruptcy. 

Eule  discharged. 


Henderson  v.  Harper  et  al. 

Any  omission  in  the  copy  of  process  served,  which  shews  that  it  is  not  a true 
copy  of  the  original,  is  a good  ground  for  setting  aside  the  service.  The 
jurat  of  an  affidavit  is  sufficient,  if  it  contains  the  signature  of  the  commis- 
sioner, who  took  it,  without  the  addition  of  any  words  shewing  him  to  be  a 
commissioner.  If  on  a motion  to  set  aside  proceedings  for  irregularity,  the  ir- 
regularities complained  of  are  neither  specified  in  the  rule  nisi,  nor  referred 
to  in  it,  as  being  disclosed  in  the  affidavits,  the  rule  will  be  discharged. 

Breakenridge  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  service  of  the  writs 
in  this  cause,  for  irregularity.  The  irregularity  complained  of  as  to  the 
copies  served  on  both  defendants,  was  that  the  word  “to”  was  omitted 
before  the  word  “answer,”  and  after  “Trinity  Term  next;”  and  a further 
objection  was  made  as  to  the  copy  served  on  Harper,  that  the  name  in 
the  writ  was  Hayrer,  and  not  Harper.  The  affidavit  on  which  the  rule 
issued  had  the  jurat  in  the  following  form:  “Sworn  before  me,  at  King- 
ston, in  the  Mid.  Disk,  this  30th  day  of  April,  1845. — J.  S.  Smyth,  a 
commissioner,  &c.,  in  E.  E.  M.  D.” 

McKenzie  shewed  cause. — The  difference  in  the  names  urged  as  an 
objection,  is  not  tenable,  as  the  name  in  the  writ  will  answer  for  Harper. 
The  plaintifi,  however,  takes  a preliminary  objection  to  the  rule,  that  with 
respect  to  the  copy  served  on  Harper,  the  irregularity  is  not  pointed  out, 
either  in  the  rule  nisi,  nor  by  any  reference  to  the  grounds  for  the  motion 
disclosed  in  the  affidavits.  The  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  is  moved  is 
also  defective  in  the  jurat,  which  ought,  instead  of  the  initial  letters, 
which  are  in  it,  to  have  had  the  various  words  which  they  are  intended 
to  represent,  set  out  at  full.  The  variance  objected  to  by  the  omission  of 
the  word  “to”  is  an  immaterial  variance,  and  ought  not  to  vitiate  the 
service. 

Jones,  J. — The  plaintiff  urges  as  preliminary  objections  to  this  rule, that 
the  jurat  of  the  affidavit  is  insufficient,  and  that  the  rule  as  to  Harper  does 
not  disclose  the  irregularities  complained  of.  On  the  first  point,  the  insuf- 
ficiency alleged  arises  from  the  contractions  ‘’Mid.  Dist.”  and  ‘‘B.  E.  M. 
D,”  in  the  jurat  of  the  affidavit.  The  letters  “Mid.  Dist.”  are  no  doubt 
intended  to  represent  “Midland  District,”  and  they  either  mean  that, 
or  they  mean  nothing.  If  they  mean  Midland  District,  the  jurat  is  right; 
if  they  mean  nothing,  they  can  do  no  harm;  and  the  place  Kingston 
being  stated  at  which  the  affidavit  was  taken  is  sufficient,  without  adding 
the  district. — ^ Dowl.  17.  The  person  before  whom  the  affidavit  was 
sworn,  is  known  to  this  court  as  a commissioner  for  taking  affidavits  in 
the  Midland  District;  Kingston  is  known  to  be  in  the  Midland  District, 
and  therefore  the  signature  of  the  commissioner  is  sufficient,  without  pre- 
fixing the  word  “commissioner,”  or  any  other  word.  It  was  urged  for 
7 U.  C.  Q.  B.  2 
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the  plaintiff  that  the  omission  of  the  word  ‘‘to”  was  an  immaterial 
variance,  and  therefore  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged.  It  is  certainly 
a trifling  variance,  and  net  calculated  to  mislead;  but  the  statute  requires 
that  a true  copy  should  he  served,  and  this  variance  is  in  itself  more 
important  than  many  which  have  been  held  fatal.  The  rule  as  to  Harper 
must  be  discharged,  because  the  irregularities  complained  of  are  not  speci- 
fied; hut  it  will  be  absolute  as  to  the  other  defendant. 

Kule  accordingly. 

Chafe  v.  Parr. 

An  affidavit  verifying  the  copy  of  a paper  “that  it  is  a true  copy  as  the  deponent 
is  informed,  and  verily  believes,”  is  insufficient.  In  an  affidavit  in  a cause, 
the  words  plaintiff,  and  defendant,  must  be  set  out  at  full  length  in  the  title  of 
the  cause. 

Blake  obtained  a rule  nisi  in  this  cause  to  set  aside  the  arrest  of 
the  defendant,  for  defects  in  the  affidavit  of  the  debt.  The  defendant’s 
counsel  filed  two  gffidavits  to  verify  the  affidavit  of  debt.  In  one,  the 
defendant  swore  that  “he  is  informed  and  verily  believes  that  the  annexed 
is  a true  copy  of  the  affidavit  made  by  the  plaintiff  on  which  the  writ  was 
issued  and  he  was  arrested,”  and  in  the  title  of  the  cause  in  the  other, 
which  properly  verified  the  af&davit,  the  words  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
were  written  “plff.”  and  “deft.” 

Crawford,  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  that  the  affidavits  on  which  the 
rule  had  been  obtained,  were  insufficient,  one  of  them  not  sufficiently 
verifying  the  affidavit  of  debt,  and  the  other  not  being  properly  entitled 
in  consequence  of  the  abbreviations  of  the  words  plaintiff  and  defendant. 

Jones,  J. — The  defendant’s  affidavit  is  insufficient,  as  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  copy  of  the  affidavit  of  debt  was  examined  with  the 
original,  or  what  the  information  was  upon  which  the  defendant  founded  his 
belief.  Nor  can  the  other  affidavit  be  read.  It  has  been  determined, 
that  the  words  plaintiff  dnidi  defendant  must  be  prefixed  to  the  names  of 
the  parties  in  the  title  of  the  cause. — Harris  v.  Griffiths  et  al.  {a)  And 
being  omitted  here,  this  affidavit  is  insufficient  also. 

Eule  discharged. 


Brown  et  al  v.  Parr. 

An  affidavit  of  debt,  couciudiDg  that  “the  defendant  will  leave  the  province  of 
Canada,”  is  insufficient.  The  signature  of  the  commissioner,  to  the  jurat  of  an 
affidavit,  is  sufficient;  without  the  addition  of  the  words  “commissioner,  &c.” 

In  this  case  the  defendant  had  been  arrested  on  an  affidavit  of  debt, 
made  since  the  passing  of  the  statute  8 Yic.  ch.  48,  which  concluded  with 
the  expression  of  the  belief  of  the  deponent,  that  the  defendant  “would 
leave  the  province  of  Canada,”  without  satisfying  the  debt. 

Blake  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  the  writ  and  arrest  aside,  because  the 
forty-fourth  section  of  the  statute  requires  that  the  deponent  should  state 
his  belief  of  the  intended  departure  from  Upper  Canada,  and  not  from 


{a)  4 Uowl.  289, 
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Canada  generally.  He  moved  upon  an  affidavit,  in  tlie  jurat  of  which, 
after  the  commissioner’s  name,  are  the  words,  “ a Com’r  in  B.K.,  in  Lon- 
don, &c.” 

Crawford  shewed  cause,  and  took  a preliminary  objection,  that  the 
jurat  of  the  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  had  been  obtained  was  insufficient. 

Jones,  J. — I have  already  decided  during  this  term,  in  the  case  of 
Henderson  v.  Harper  et  al.  {a),  that  this  form  of  jurat  is  sufficient.  The 
objection  to  the  affidavit  of  debt  is  fatal.  If  this  form  of  affidavit  was 
admitted,  an  affidavit  might  be  made  to  arrest  when  the  party  was  in 
Lower  Canada,  and  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  which  has 
been  determined  by  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  to  be  irregular,  in  Co- 
zens V.  Kitchie  (&). 


Baley  V.  Brown  et  al. 

An  affidavit  to  set  aside  the  service  of  process  made  by  a stranger,  and  verifying 
the  copy  of  process  objected  to  by  the  information  and  belief  of  the  deponent 
that  the  defendant  was  served  with  “the  annexed  copy  of  process  in  the  cause, 
and  no  other,”  is  insufficient. 

Fhillpotts  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  service  of  process  in  this 
cause,  for  irregularity,  on  affidavit  made  by  a person  who  was  not  one  of 
the  defendants,  in  which  the  deponent  stated  that  “he  had  been  informed 
and  believed  that  one  of  the  defendants  had  been  served  with  the  copy 
of  process  annexed,  and  no  other.” 

Crooks  shewed  cause,  and  objected  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit 
on  which  the  rule  was  founded. 

Jones,  J. — The  affidavit  is  insufficient.  It  is  no  affidavit  of  service  on 
inspection  of  the  copy,  it  is  mere  hearsay. 

Eule  discharged,  (c) 


Clarke  v.  Fuller. 

Service  of  a notice  on  Good  Friday  is  good  service. 

CrooA:s  having  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a nonsuit, 
for  not  proceeding  to  trial  pursuant  to  notice. 

On  opposing  the  rule,  it  was  shewn  that  the  notice  of  trial  had  been 
countermanded  in  proper  time ; but  as  the  notice  of  countermand  was 
served  on  Good  Friday. 

Crooks  contended  it  was  a nullity,  and  that  therefore  his  rule  should  be 
made  absolute, 

Jones,  J. — Service  of  process  on  Sunday  is  made  void  by  statute,  but 
I see  nothing  by  statute  or  rule  of  court,  which  makes  void  the  service  of 
a notice  of  this  kind  on  Good  Friday. 

Eule  discharged. 

(a)  Ante,  page  97.  (6)  Easter  Term,  ii  Geo.  IV. 

[c)  See  Hawke  v.  Stocks,  9 Jur.  451. 
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Hutt  V.  Keith. 

After  argument  on  demurrer  to  the  plaintiff’s  declaration,  the  plaintiff  had  leave 
to  amend  on  payment  of  costs  ; but  afterwards,  and  before  any  amendment 
was  made,  the  defendant  obtained  a rule  staying  all  further  proceedings  in  the 
cause,  on  payment  of  the  cost  of  the  cause.  The  defendant  afterwards,  and 
without  paying  or  taxing  those  costs,  moved  to  discharge  the  plaintiff  s rule 
to  amend,  because  the  amendment  had  not  been  made,  nor  costs  of  demurrer 
paid,  and  the  court  discharged  his  rule,  with  costs. 

In  this  case,  which  was  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  a replevin  bond, 
the  defendant  demurred  to  the  declaration  {a)  ; and  after  argument,  the 
plaintiff  had  leave  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs.  Afterwards,  the 
defendant  obtained  a rule  to  stay  all  further  proceedings  on  payment  of 
costs  (b).  The  plaintiff  did  not  amend  his  declaration,  nor  pay  costs  ; 
nor  did  the  defendant  pay  the  costs  of  the  cause,  on  his  rule  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings. 

JSccles,  this  term,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  obtained  a rule  nisi  to 
enter  judgment  for  the  defendant  on  the  demurrer,  in  consequence  of  the 
default  of  the  plaintiff ; and 

Vankoughnet,  for  the  plaintiff,  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  discharge  the 
defendant’s  rule  to  stay  procedings,  because  he  had  not  paid  the  costs 
of  the  cause. 

Both  rules  having  come  on  for  argument  at  the  same  time. 

Jones,  J.,  delivered  judgment. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  defendant 
should  have  acted  upon  his  rule,  by  taking  it  out  and  serving  it  with  an 
appointment  for  the  taxation  of  costs,  which  would,  in  effect,  have  super- 
seded the  plaintiff’s  rule.  The  costs  of  demurrer  would,  of  course,  have 
been  deducted,  on  taxation,  from  the  plaintiff’s  costs.  I direct  the  rule 
taken  out  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  made  absolute,  unless  the  defendant  shall 
pay  the  costs  of  the  cause  upon  his  rule  staying  proceedings  in  a fortnight, 
together  with  the  costs  of  the  plaintiffs  present  application ; and  I further 
direct,  that  the  defendant’s  rule  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Kule  accordingly. 


Townsend  v.  Morton. 

Where  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  the  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue  and 
a set-off,  and  a verdict  was  afterwards  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a 
reference  to  arbitration,  with  leave  to  the  arbitrators  to  enter  a verdict  for  the 
defendant  ; and  the  arbitrators  awarded,  ‘ ‘ that  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  the  plaintiff  had  not  any  cause 
of  action  whatever  against  the  defendant,”  and  directed  a verdict  to  be  entered 
for  the  defendant,  for  £20  loj.  id.  Held,  on  motion  to  set  aside  the  award 
that  botfi  the  issues  were  sufficiently  disposed  of. 

This  was  an  action  of  indebitatus  assumpsit,  to  which  the  defendant 
pleaded  non-assumpsit  and  a set-off.  The  cause  came  on  for  trial  at  the 
last  Midland  District  Assizes,  when  a verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff 
for  £200,  subject  to  a reference  to  arbitration,  with  power  to  the  arbitra- 
tors to  direct  a verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  and  costs  to  abide 


Ante,  vol.  I.,  page  478. 


{b)  Ante,  vol.  I.,  page  540. 
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the  event.  The  arbitrators  awarded,  “ that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  recover  anything  in  his  said  action,  and  that  he  had  not  at  the  time  of 
commencing  his  said  action,  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  any  cause  of  action 
whatever  against  the  defendant,  in  respect  of  the  said  matters  to  us 
referred  ; and  we  do  hereby  further  award,  order,  and  adjudge,  that 
instead  of  the  said  verdict  and  damages  so  found  for  the  plaintiff,  a ver- 
dict he  entered  for  the  defendant ; and  we  do  find  and  award,  on  exami- 
nation of  the  said  evidence  and  proofs,  and  on  striking  a balance  between 
the  accounts  proved  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  set-off  proved  by  the  defen- 
dant, that  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the  plaintifi  was 
indebted  to  the  defendant  in  the  sum  of  <£20  IO5.  Ic?.,  and  that  a verdict 
for  the  said  sum  be  entered  for  the  defendant.” 

McKenzie  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  this  award  aside  on  the  following 
grounds:  1st,  That  the  award  is  uncertain  and  repugnant,  in  first 
directing  a verdict  to  be  entered  generally  for  the  defendant,  and  after- 
wards directing  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  <£20  106*.  Id,  without 
stating  upon  the  first  or  second  issue.  2ndly,  For  a variance,  the  plaintiff 
being  called  in  the  award  ‘‘  Joseph  H.  Townsend,”  whereas  in  all  the 
proceedings  in  the  cause,  and  also  in  the  order  or  reference,  he  is  called 
Joseph  Hetherington  Townsend.  3dly,  That  the  arbitrators  have  ex- 
ceeded their  authority,  in  directing  a verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defen- 
dant. 4thly,  That  the  arbitrators  examined  witnesses  and  held  meetings 
in  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff,  and  without  notifying  the  plaintiff,  or  any 
one  on  his  behalf,  of  such  intended  meetings.  Sthly,  That  the  arbitrators 
ad.mitted  as  a set-off  against  the  plaintiff  the  claims  of  third  parties,  and 
other  sums  and  items  not  properly  the  subject  of  a set-off.  Gthly,  That 
the  arbitrators  took  into  their  consideration  matters  not  referred.  7thly, 
That  the  arbitrators  exhibited  partiality  towards  the  defendant  McKenzie, 
in  support  of  the  objection  that  there  was  no  specific  finding  on  each 
issue,  cited  Bourke  v.  Lloyd  {a),  and  Pearson  v.  Archbold  {h), 

J.  A.  Macdonald  shewed  cause,  and  filed  affidavits  rebutting  the  various 
statements  made  in  the  affidavits  filed  by  the  plaintiff.  He  also  contended 
that  the  issues  were  sufficiently  determined  by  the  term  of  the  award, 
which,  by  stating  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action,  determined 
the  plea  of  non-assumpsit  in  the  defendant’s  favour;  and  directing  the 
verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant  for  £20  IO5.  \d.,  was  a conclusive 
finding  on  the  plea  of  set-off’.  He  cited  Duckworth  v.  Harrison  (c), 
Hunt  V.  ^Hope  {d),  Cooper  v.  Langdon  (e).  The  Duke  of  Beaufort  v. 
Welch  (/). 

Jones,  J. — The  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff’s  counsel  establish  that  an 
arbitrator,  as  well  as  a jury,  must  find  specifically  on  each  issue,  so  as  to 
enable  the  master  to  tax  the  costs  between  the  parties,  according  to  the 
finding  under  the  new  rules.  Here  the  arbitrators  have  found  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action,  and  that  the  verdict  should  be  entered 
for  the  defendant.  This  was,  in  effect,  finding  for  the  defendant  on  the 
issue  of  non-assumpsit.  They  further  find  that,  instead  of  the  verdict 
and  damages  for  the  plaintiff’,  a verdict  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  and 
upon  the  set-off,  under  our  statute  11  Geo.  IV.  ch.  5,  sec.  1,  they  find  for 
the  defendant  £20  IO5.  Id.  Thus  finding  on  the  first  issue,  non_ 

{a)  10  M.  & W.  550.  {1)  11  M.  & W.  477.  (c)  4 M.  & W.  432. 

id)  5 Dowl.  442.  (e)9  M.  & W.  60.  {f)  10  Ad.  & Ell.  527, 
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assumpsit  for  tlie  defendant,  and  upon  the  set-off  finding  for  him  also. 
I see  no  inconsistency  or  repugnancy  in  this : the  finding  applies  upon 
the  face  of  the  record  to  both  the  issues,  and  such  finding  is  upheld  in 
many  cases  cited  by  the  defendant’s  counsel.  The  plaintiff,  it  is  true, 
having  proved  his  claim,  would  in  justice  be  entitled  to  the  costs  on  the 
first  issue,  and  so  the  arbitrators  should  have  found,  although  there  is 
upon  the  face  of  the  award  no  objection  to  the  finding  of  that  issue  for 
the  defendant.  There  is  no  repugnancy  nor  inconsistency  in  the  award; 
the  arbitrators  direct  a verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  then  upon  the 
set-off  they  award  the  sum  for  which  that  verdict  shall  be  entered. 
The  variance  objected  to  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  is  in  the  recital  in 
the  award,  by  substituting  an  initial  letter  for  one  of  the  Christian  names 
of  the  plaintiff,  if  in  fact  it  had  been  in  the  substantial  part  of  the  award, 
it  would  have  been  unimportant.  The  fourth  objection,  as  to  the  irregu- 
larity in  the  proceedings  of  the  arbitrators,  is  fully  rebutted.  It  appears 
that  no  witness  was  examined  except  in  the  presence  of  one  Wilson, who  is 
sworn  to  be  the  clerk  of  the  plaintiff  (whow^as  himself  in  Lower  Canada), 
and  who  was  advising  and  consulting  with  Mr.  McKenzie,  the  plaintiff’s 
attorney  and  counsel,  and  assisted  him  in  the  examination  of  the  witnesses 
before  the  arbitrators.  The  meeting  held  at  the  house  of  one  of  the  arbi- 
trators was  an  adjourned  meeting,  and  notice  of  it  was  given  at  Mr. 
McKenzie’s  office,  and  to  Wilson,  who  attended  the  meeting,  at  which  no 
person  was  present  on  the  defendant’s  behalf.  The  conduct  of  the  arbi- 
trators on  this  occasion  shews  no  disposition  on  their  part  to  act  dis- 
honestly or  incorrectly.  The  mode  of  conducting  the  proceedings  where 
each  party  has  an  equal  chance,  must  be  left  to  the  arbitrators  themselves 
■ — Hewlett  et  al.  v.  Laycock  et  al.  (a)  The  assertions  that  the  claims  of 
third  parties  were  included  in  the  set-off  allowed,  is  also  met  and  rebutted. 
Then,  it  is  contended,  that  one  item  allowed  was  not  included,  or  in  any 
way  mentioned,  in  the  particulars  of  set-off.  But  the  courts  will  not  set 
aside  an  award  because  it  appears  that  the  arbitrators  had  not  followed  a 
rule  of  practice  adopted  by  the  courts  of  law  or  equity.  Here  the  objec- 
tion is,  that  the  arbitrators  have  allowed  to  the  defendants  a sum  of  money 
not  contained  in  the  defendant’s  particulars  of  set-off.  It  does  not  appear 
clearly  that  this  sum  was  not  comprised  in  any  of  the  items  for  money 
paid ; but,  even  if  it  were  not,  I am  unwilling  to  decide  that  the  arbitrators 
are  strictly  bound  by  the  particulars  of  the  parties.  They  may  have 
known  that  the  parties  are  in  general  held  to  their  particulars  at  nisi 
prius,  and  nevertheless  have  thought  it  right,  under  the  circumstances,  to 
allow  an  item  which  might  not  have  been  admitted  on  a trial.  In 
Eichardson  V.  Nourse  et  al.  (&),  Holroyd,  J.,  says,  “ The  court  will  not 
set  aside  an  award  on  the  ground  that  an  arbitrator  is  mistaken  in  point 
of  law ; but  the  court  must  be  clearly  satisfied  that  he  would  not  have 
made  such  an  award,  if  he  had  known  what  the  law  was.”  It  is  not 
shewn  that  the  allowance  was  not  just  and  proper ; but  it  is  contended 
by  the  practice  of  the  court,  from  which  the  cause  was  referred,  the  item 
was  inadmissible.  The  arbitrators  choose  not  to  be  bound  by  the  practice 
with  regard  to  the  particulars  of  claim  or  set-off ; and  Lord  Talbot  says 
(c),  “ Arbitrators  not  being  confined  within  the  rules  of  law  or  equity, 


(a)  2 C.  & P.  574.  (b)  3 B.  & Aid.  237.  (c)  2 Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  80,  pi.  8. 
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may  make  such  allowances  as  could  not  be  made  in  the  courts  of  judica- 
ture j”  and  in  Ainsly  v.  Gofl,  reported  in  Kyd  on  Awards,  the  court 
refused  to  set  aside  an  award,  which  was  not  made  on  either  legal  or 
equitable  grounds,  the  arbitrators  stating  that  they  made  their  award 
upon  what  they  conceived  to  be  the  best  mode  of  administering  strict  and 
impartial  justice.  The  distinction  seems  to  be  between  the  violation  by 
an  arbitrator  of  those  rules  which  are  founded  upon  immutable  principles 
of  justice,  and  those  which  depend  upon  the  practice  of  the  court.  As 
to  the  last  objection,  the  partiality  of  the  arbitrators,  I see  no  ground 
for  it.  The  arbitrators  have  stated  expressljr  in  their  affidavits,  that 
they  have  allowed  no  sum  to  the  defendant  for  money  paid,  except  upon 
proof  of  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  sums  paid  by 
the  defendant  for  the  plaintiff  should  be  repaid  him ; and  there  is  no 
allegation  that  the  amount  so  charged  against  the  plaintiff  is  not  justly 
due  by  him.  I think  that  full  justice  has  been  done  between  the  par- 
ties ; and  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  arbitrators  have  not 
performed  the  duty  assumed  by  them  honorably,  honestly  and  impar- 
tially. I discharge  the  rule  with  costs,  if  the  defendant  consents  to 
deduct  from  his  costs  the  costs  of  the  first  issue,  which  should  in  strict- 
ness have  been  found  for  the  plaintiff ; otherwise,  I discharge  it  without 
costs.  Kule  discharged. 


QUEEN’S  BENCH. 

SITTINGS  AFTEE  EASTEE  TEEM,  8 & 9 YICTOEIA. 
TUESDAY,  1ST  JULY,  1845. 


Present, — The  Chief  Justice, 

Mr.  Justice  McLean, 
Mr.  Justice  Hagerman. 


Metcalfe  v.  McKenzie  et  al. 

.Semble, — An  administration  bond  taken  in  the  name  of  the  governor,  or  person 
administering  the  government  of  the  province  for  the  time  being,  is  good  under 
the  Probate  Act,  and  may  be  sued  on  in  the  name  of  any  succeeding  governor 
or  person  administering  the  government ; and  in  an  action  upon  such  a bond,  it . 
is  sufficient  on  general  demurrer  to  allege  in  the  breach,  that  the  administratrix 
wasted  goods  that  came  to  her  hands,  without  specifically  alleging  that  goods 
did  come  to  her  hands,  hands,  and  also  that  she  wasted  the  goods  and  converted 
them  to  her  own  use.  And,  where  the  action  was  brought  against  an  adminis- 
tratrix, who  had  married  since  administration,  and  her  sureties,  and  the  breach 
averred  that  the  defendants  did  not  pay  the  penalty  of  the  bond,  it  was  held 
sufficient  on  special  demurrer,  without  averring  that  she  did  not  pay  while  she 
was  sole  and  unmarried  ; but  the  bond  being’conditioned  that  she  should  exhibit 
an  inventory  into  the  Court  of  Probate  on  the  first  Monday  in  June,  and  the 
breach  being  that  she  did  not  exhibit  an  inventory  on  the  first  Monday  in  the 
year,  it  was  held  bad  on  general  demurrer. 

Demurrer.  Sir  Charles  Theopbilus  Metcalfe,  Baronet,  Governor  Gen- 
eral of  the  Province  of  Canada,  complains  of  Kenneth  M’Kenzie,  and 
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Charlotte  M’Kenzie  his  wife,  Eobert  Stanton,  and  William  H.  Lee,  for 
that  whereas  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  June,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1833,  the  said  Charlotte  then  being  sole  and  unmarried,  by 
the  name  of  Charlotte  Warren,  and  the  said  Eobert  Stanton  and 
William  H.  Lee,  by  their  certain  writing  obligatory,  sealed  with  their 
seals,  and  now  shown  to  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  of  our  Lady  the 
Queen,  at  Toronto,  the  date  whereof  is,  to  wit,  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
acknowledged  themselves  to  be  held  and  firmly  bound  to  his  Excellency 
Sir  John  Colborne,  then  and  at  the  time  of  the  sealing  and  delivery  of 
the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  being 
Lieutenant-Governor  of  the  Province  of  Upper  Canada,  Major  General, 
commanding  his  then  Majesty’s  forces  therein,  and  Judge  of  the  Court 
of  Probate  within  the  said  province  of  Upper  Canada,  and  to  his  succes- 
sor and  successors  in  office,  to  wit,  the  office  of  governor,  lieutenant  gov- 
ernor, or  person  administering  the  government  of  the  Province  of  Upper 
Canada,  in  the  sum  of  650Z.  of  lawful  money  of  this  province,  to  be  paid 
to  the  said  governor,  lieutenant-governor  or  person  administering  the 
government  thereof,  to  wit,  of  the  then  said  province  of  Upper  Canada, 
with  a condition  thereunder  written  that  if  the  therein  bounden  Char- 
lotte M’Kenzie,  then  being  sole  and  unmarried  by  the  name  and  style  of 
Charlotte  Warren,  administratrix  of  all  and  singular  the  goods,  chattels 
and  credits  of  one  John  Warren  then  lately  deceased,  should  make  or 
cause  to  be  made  a true  and  perfect  inventory  of  all  and  singular  the 
goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  the  said  John  Warren,  deceased,  which 
before  then  had,  or  which  should  thereafter  come  into  her  the  said  Char- 
lotte Warren’s  hands,  possession  or  knowledge,  or  into  the  hands,  pos- 
session or  knowledge  of  any  person  or  persons  for  her,  and  the  same  so 
made  should  exhibit  or  cause  to  be  exhibited  in  the  registry  of  the 
Court  of  Probate,  on  or  before  the  last  Monday  in  March,  then  next 
ensuing,  and  the  same  goods,  chattels  and  credits,  and  all  other  goods, 
chattels  and  credits,  which  were  of  the  said  deceased  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  which  at  any  time  after,  should  come  into  the  hands  or  possession 
of  the  said  Charlotte  Warren,  or  into  the  hands  and  possession  of  any 
other  person  or  persons  for  her,  the  said  Charlotte  Warren,  should  and 
would  well  and  truly  administer  according  to  law,  and  further  should 
make  or  cause  to  be  made  a true  and  just  account  of  her  said  adminis- 
tration on  the  first  Monday  which  then  would  be  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  1834,  and  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  said  goods,  chattels  and 
credits  which  should  be  found  remaining  on  said  administratrix’s  ac- 
count, the  same  being  first  examined  and  allowed  by  the  judge  of  the 
court  for  the  time  being,  should  deliver  and  pay  unto  such  person  or 
persons  respectively,  as  said  judge  by  his  decree  or  sentence  comform- 
ably  with  the  provisions  in  a certain  act  of  parliament,  entitled  An 
act  for  the  better  settling  intestate  estates,”  and  passed  in  the  twenty- 
second  and  twenty-third  years  of  king  Charles  the  Second,  and  also  in 
a certain  act  passed  in  the  first  year  of  king  James  the  Second, 
contained,  should  limit  and  appoint,  and  if  it  should  appear 
thereafter  that  any  last  will  and  testament  was  made  by  the  de- 
ceased John  Warren,  and  the  executor  or  executrix  therein  named 
should  exhibit  the  same  in  the  said  court,  making  request  to 
have  it  allowed  and  appear  accordingly,  and  if  the  said  Charlotte 
Warren  therein  bounden  being  thereunto  required  should  render 
and  deliver  the  said  letters  of  administration,  approbation  of  such 
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testament  first  being  had  and  made  in  the  said  court,  then  the  said  obliga- 
tion to  be  void  and  of  no  effect,  or  else  to  remain  in  full  force  and 
virtue.  And  the  plaintiff  avers  that  the  said  writing  obligatory  and  the 
condition  thereunder  written  was  made  and  entered  into  by  the  defendant 
Charlotte,  then  being  sole  and  unmarried,  by  the  name  of  Charlotte 
Warren,  Kobert  Stanton  and  William  H.  Lee,  according  to  and  by  virtue 
of  a certain  act  of  parliament  of  that  part  of  this  province  formerly  called 
Upper  Canada,  entitled,  ‘’An  act  to  establish  a Court  of  Probate  in  this 
province,”  meaning  that  part  of  this  province  formerly  Upper  Canada, 
“ and  also  a Surrogate  Court  in  every  district  thereof,”  passed  in  the 
thirty-third  year  of  the  reign  of  King  George  the  Third,  and  the  plaintiff 
in  fact  saith  that  the  saith  Charlotte  M'Kenzie,  so  being  sole  and 
unmarried  at  the  making  of  the  said  bond  as  aforesaid  by  the  name  of 
Charlotte  Warren,  did  not  well  and  truly  administer  according  to  law 
the  goods,  chattels,  and  credits  of  the  said  John  Warren  deceased,  which 
came  to  the  hands  and  possession  of  the  said  Charlotte  after  the  death 
of  the  said  John  Warren,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  a large  sum  of 
money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  2,000^.  of  lawful  money  of  Canada,  but 
on  the  contrary  thereof,  the  said  Charlotte  after  the  same  so  came  to 
her  hands  and  possession  as  aforesaid,  wrongfully,  unjustly  and  injurL 
ously,  and  contrary  to  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  condition,  wasted 
the  same,  and  converted,  appropriated  and  disposed  of  the  said  goods, 
chattels  and  credits,  being  of  the  value  aforesaid,  to  her  own  use,  and 
the  same  remain  wholly  unadministered,  contrary  to  the  form  and  effect 
of  the  condition.  And  the  plaintiff  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  for  the  assignment  of  a further  and 
other  breach  of  the  said  writing  obligatory  saith,  that  the  said  Charlotte 
did  not  make  or  cause  to  be  made,  and  hath  not  made  or  caused  to  be 
made  a true  and  just  account  of  her  said  administratation  at  or  before 
the  first  Monday,  which  would  then,  to  wit,  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  be  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1834, 
or  at  any  other  time  before  or  since  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  but 
on  the  contrary  thereof  wholly  failed,  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do, 
contrary  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  the 
condition  thereunder  written.  And  the  plaintiff  further  avers  that 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of  June  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1843, 
the  said  Sir  John  Colborne  ceased  to  be  Lieutenant-Governor  or  person 
administering  the  government  of  that  part  of  the  province  which  formerly 
constituted  the  province  of  Upper  Canada,  and  hath  not  since  been 
governor,  lieutenant-governor,  or  person  administering  the  government  of 
that  part  of  the  said  province  of  Canada,  which’  formerly  constituted  the 
province  of  Upper  Canada  ; and  plaintiff  further  avers  that  afterwards, to 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  succeeded  the  said 
Sir  J ohn  Colborne  in  the  administration  of  the  government  of  that  part 
of  this  province  formerly  Upper  Canada,  and  then,to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid  became  and  was  and  still  is  the  governor  and  person 
administering  the  government  of  that  part  of  the  province  formerly  Upper 
Canada,  and  as  such  governor  and  person  administering  the  government 
then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  became  and  was  and 
thence  hitherto  hath  been  and  now  is  the  successor  of  Sir  John  Colborne 
in  the  administration  of  the  government  of  that  part  of  this  province  for- 
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merly  Upper  Canada,  and  as  such  governor  and  person  administering  the 
government  as  aforesaid,  and  successor  of  the  said  Sir  John  Colborne, 
became  and  was  and  is  entitled  to  the  said  bond,  and  to  sue  thereon  j 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  plaintilf  as  governor  administering  the 
government  to  that  part  of  the  province  of  Canada  formerly  called  Upper 
Canada,  and  as  such  successor  in  the  administration  of  the  government 
thereof  as  aforesaid,  to  demand  and  have  of  and  from  the  defendants,  the 
said  sum  of  650Z.  above  demanded,  yet  the  defendants  although  often  i 
requested  so  to  do,  have  not  nor  hath  either  of  them  as  yet  paid  the  said  > 
sum  of  650^.  above  demanded  or  any  part  thereof  to  the  said  Sir  John  r 
Colborne;  nor  to  the  said  plaintilf  as  such  successor  as  aforesaid  in  the  I : 
adminstration  of  the  government  aforesaid,  or  either  of  them  or  any  person  •; 
or  persons  whatsoever  or  whomsoever,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  plaintiff  i; 
of  650Z.  and  therefore  the  said  plaintiff  as  such  governor  administering 
the  government  of  that  part  of  this  province  formerly  called  Upper  j 
Canada,  and  as  successor  to  the  said  Sir  John  Colborne  in  administering 
the  government  thereof,  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  statute  brings  his  suit,  j 
&c.  The  defendants  crave  oyer  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  of  the  | 
condition  thereof  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  and  it  is  read  to  : 
them  in  these  words  : “Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we  Char- 
lotte Warren,  of  the  township  of  Bertie,  in  the  Niagara  District  and  pro-  i 
vince  of  Upper  Canada,  widow  of  the  late  John  Warren,  of  the  same  ' 
place,  Esq.,  deceased,  Eobert  Stanton,  of  the  Town  of  York,  in  the  Home 
District,  Esquire;  and  Wiliiaui  H.  Lee,  of  the  same  place,  gentleman,  are 
held  and  firmly  bound  to  his  Excellency  Sir  John  Colborne,  K.  C.  B.  j 
Lieutenant-Governor  of  the  province  of  Upper  Canada,  Major-General  | 
commanding  his  Majesty’s  forces  therein,  and  judge  of  the  Court  of  Pro-  i 
bate  within  the  said  province,  and  to  his  successor  and  successors  in  ! 
office,  in  the  sum  of  650/.  of  good  and  lawful  money  of  Upper  Canada  to  J 
be  paid  to  our  Sovereign  Lord  the  King,  his  heirs  and  successors,  for  i 
which  payment  well  and  truly  to  be  made  we  bind  ourselves  severally, 
onr  heirs  and  each  of  our  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  firmly  by 
these  presents,  sealed  with  our  seals,  and  dated  at  York,  in  the  province 
aforesaid,  this  1st  day  of  June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1833.  The  con- 
dition of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  above  bounden  Charlotte 
Warren,  administratrix  of  all  and  singular  the  goods,  chattels  and  credits 
of  the  late  John  Warren,  of  the  township  of  Bertie,  aforesaid,  Esquire, 
deceased,  do  make  or  cause  to  be  made  a true  and  perfect  inventory  of 
all  and  singular  the  goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  the  said  deceased, 
which  have  or  shall  come  into  the  hands,  or  possession,  or  knowledge  of 
her,  the  said  Charlotte  Warren,  or  into  the  hands  or  possession  of  any 
other  person  or- persons  for  her  and  the  same  so  made  do  exhibit  or  cause 
to  be  exhibited  into  the  registry  of  the  Court  of  Probate,  on  or  before  the 
last  Monday  in  March  next  ensuing,  and  the  same  goods,  chattels  and 
credits,  and  all  other  goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  the  said  deceased  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  which  at  any  time  after  shall  come  into  the  hands 
or  possession  of  the  said  Charlotte  Warren,  or  into  the  hands  or  posses- 
sion of  any  other  person  or  persons  for  her,  do  well  and  truly  administer 
according  to  law,  and  further  do  make  or  cause  to  be  made,  a true  and 
just  account  of  her  said  administration,  at  or  before  the  1st  Mod  day  in 
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June,  which  will  he  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1834,  and  all  the  rest  and 
residue  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  and  credits  which  shall  be  found 
remaining  in  the  said  administratrix’s  account,  the  same  being  first  exa- 
mined and  allowed  by  the  Judge  of  the  Court  for  the  time  being  shall 
deliver  and  pay  unto  such  person  or  persons  respectively  as  the  said  judge 
by  his  decree  or  sentence  conformably  to  the  provisions  in  a certain  act  of 
parliament,  entitled  “An  act  for  the  better  settling  intestate  estates,”  and 
passed  in  the  22nd  and  23rd  year  of  the  reign  of  Charles  II.,  and  also 
in  a certain  act  passed  in  the  1st  year  of  King  James  IL,  contained,  shall 
limit  and  appoint  j and  if  it  shall  hereafter  appear  that  any  last  will  and 
testament  was  made  by  the  deceased,  and  the  executor  or  executors 
therein  named  do  exhibit  the  same  unto  the  said  court,  making  request 
to  have  it  allowed  and  approved  accordingly,  if  the  said  Charlotte 
Warren  within  bounden  being  thereunto  required,  do  render  and  deli- 
ver the  said  letters  of  administration,  (approbation  of  such  testament 
being  first  had  and  made  in  the  said  court),  then  this  obligation  to 
be  void  and  of  none  effect,  or  else  to  remain  in  full  force  and 
virtue  which  being  read  and  heard,  the  defendants  say  that  the  said 
declaration  is  not  sufficient  in  law  ; and  they  state  and  shew  to  the  court 
here  the  following  causes  of  demurrer  thereto,  that  is  to  say  that 
it  is  alleged  in  and  by  the  said  declaration,  that  the  said  bond  and 
the  condition  thereof  are  made  and  entered  by  the  said  Charlotte 
McKenzie  while  she  was  sole  and  unmarried,  and  were  made  and  entered 
into  by  her  by  the  name  of  Charlotte  Warren,  and  then,  after  alleging 
certain  breaches  of  the  condition  of  the  said  bond  whereby  it  is  stated 
that  the  said  bond  became  forfeited,  it  is  averred  that  the  said  defend- 
ants in  the  declaration,  to  wit,  Kenneth  McKenzie,  Charlotte  McKenzie, 
Kobert  Stanton,  and  William  H.  Lee,  did  not  pay  the  said  sum.  of  6501., 
being  the  penalty  in  the  said  bond  mentioned,  but  it  is  not  certainly 
shewn  that  the  said  Charlotte  McKenzie,  while  she  was  sole  and  un- 
married, as  Charlotte  Warren,  did  not  pay  the  said  sum  of  6501. ^ being 
the  penalty  in  the  said  bond,  and  therefore  it  does  not  appear  certainly 
from  the  said  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  has  any  right  to  sue  upon  the 
bond,  as  the  penalty  thereof,  if  the  said  bond  were  foreited,  may  have 
been  paid  by  the  said  Charlotte  Warren,  while  she  was  sole  and  unmarried, 
for  anything  that  appears  in  the  said  declaration,  and  also  that  the  said 
declaration  is  in  other  respects  uncertain,  informal,  and  insufficient.  Join- 
der in  demurrer.  The  defendants  also  objected,  on  general  demurrer, 
that  the  bond  declared  on  was  not  properly  taken  under  the  statute  ; that 
it  should  not  have  been  made  to  Sir  John  Colborne  and  his  successors  in 
office  j and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  sue  on  it  as  such  successor;  that  the 
bond  did  not  purport  to  be  made  to  Sir  John  Colborne,  as  governor;  that 
it  was  not  shewn  that  administration  had  ever  been  granted  to  Charlotte 
McKenzie,  or  that  any  goods  had  ever  come  to  her  hands  ; that  the  con- 
version alleged  to  her  own  use  was  no  devastavit ; that  the  second  breach  was 
defective  in  alleging  that  an  account  had  not  been  rendered  by  Charlotte 
only  ; that  it  should  have  negatived  the  rendering  an  account  by  her  and  her 
husband  also  ; and  that  the  condition  was  to  render  an  account  on  the 
first  Monday  in  June,  1834,  and  the  breach  was  that  she  did  not  render  an 
account  on  the  first  Monday  in  1834,  which  would  be  in  January,  a dif- 
ferent month  from  that  required  in  the  condition  of  the  bond. 
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J.  Hilhjard  Cameron,  and  Vankouglinet,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ! 
The  breach  of  non-payment  of  the  penalty  in  the  bond,  is  insufficient, ' 
and  is  not  supported  by  the  forms  to  be  found  in  Chitty^s  Pleading.  The  j 
plaintiff  avers  only,  that  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  did  not  pay,  i 
but  that  does  not  negative  a payment  by  the  administratrix  before  her  ; 
marriage  to  the  defendant,  McKenzie.  The  defendants  are,  McKenzie, 
and  his  wife,  and  her  sureties ; and  the  allegation  that  the  defendants  did  i ' 
not  pay,  is  no  allegation  that  the  wife,  as  administratrix,  before  i 
her  marriage,  did  not  pay.  In  Lunn  v.  Payne,  {a)  in  debt  no  ? 
bond,  the  condition  was  for  payment  of  an  annuity  to  the  wife  of  the  , 
obligee,  and  a breach  assigned  in  non-payment  to  the  obligee  himself,  was  : 
held  insufficient.  In  Debenham  et  al.  v.  Chambers,  (6)  the  plaintifts  i 
declared  in  assumpsit  as  surviving  partners,  and  alleged  that  the  defen-  ;i 
dant  had  not  paid  the  monies ; to  this  there  was  a special  demurrer,  but  i 
the  declaration  was  held  sufficient;  Parke  B.,  saying,  the  allegation  is,  ,j 
that  the  defendant  has  not  paid  at  all,  either  to  the  one  party  or  the  -i 
other.  This  decision  was  made  under  the  new  rules,  which  gives  the  '' 
form  of  declaration,  and  therefore  cannot  assist  the  plaintiff  in  the  form  ; 
of  breach  which  he  has  chosen  to  adopt  here.  Then  as  to  the  points  of  < 
general  demurrer : the  defendants  contend  that  this  bond  is  not  taken 
according  to  the  statute  under  which  the  Court  of  Probate  was  erected, 
and  power  to  take  administration  bonds  given.  The  probate  act,  (c)  in  ■ 
the  twelfth  section,  declares  that  the  judge  of  probate  may,  upon  grant-  ; 
ing  administration  take  bonds  of  the  person  to  whom  administration  f 
is  to  be  committed,  in  the  name  of  the  governor  &c.  That  clearly  means  : 
not  in  the  name  of  the  person  administering  the  government  for  the  time 
being  but  in  the  name  of  his  office,  whatever  that  office  might  be,  gover- 
nor, lieutenant  governor,  or  person  adminstering  the  government.  The  ! 
form  of  the  bond  is  the  same  as  that  given  in  the  English  statute  of  dis- 
tributions, (d)  except  that  there  the  statute  directs  that  it  shall  be  taken  i 
in  the  name  of  the  ordinary,  which  has  never  been  construed  to  mean  any-  ^ 
thing  else  than  his  name  of  office.  But  even  if  the  bond  should  be  con- 
sidered as  sufficiently  valid  under  the  statute,  it  certainly  ought  to  be 
sued  on  in  the  name  of  the  governor  to  whom  it  was  given,  not  by  his 
name  of  office,  but  by  his  surname ; the  words  lieutenant  governor  of  the 
province  of  Canada,  &c,  after  his  name,  being  mere  matter  of  description. 
The  statute  gives  no  authority  to  the  judge  of  the  Court  of  Probate,  to 
take  a bond  in  the  surname  of  the  governor,  to  him  and  his  successors  in 
office  ; and  if  the  parties  who  are  interested  under  it,  and  are  allowed  to 
put  it  in  suit,  wish  to  avail  themselves  of  it,  they  must  sue  in  the  name 
of  the  person  to  whom  it  was  given,  and  cannot  be  allowed  to  make  it 
available  in  an  action  in  the  name  of  his  successor.  It  is  another  ground 
of  objection,  that  none  of  the  proceedings  necessary  to  be  taken  to  obtain 
administration  have  been  set  out.  If  the  action  had  been  on  a bail  or  a 
replevin  bond,  the  plaintiff  could  not  sustain  his  declaration,  unless  he 
shewed  in  it  the  proceedings  on  which  the  bail  or  replevin  bond  was 
founded.  Here  it  is  contended,  that  the  same  form  must  be  pursued,  as 
the  very  words  of  the  clause  of  the  statute  under  which  the  bond  is  taken 


(a)  6 Taunt.  140. 

(c)  1 Ee vised  Statutes,  23, 


(b)  6 Dowl.  101, 

(d)  22  & 23  Cli8S.  II.  ch.  10, 
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•em  to  require  it.  It  is  further  objected,  that  no  property  is  alleged 
. have  come  into  the  hands  of  the  administratrix  to  be  administered, 
id  that  it  is  not  sufliciently  distinctly  shewn  that  she  has  not  duly  admin- 
tered  ; these  matters,  if  they  appear  at  all,  are  only  argumentatively 
ated,  and  must  vitiate  the  declaration.  The  breach  is  also  had  in  the 
:anner  in  which  it  alleges  that  the  administratrix  wasted  the  goods  of  the 
itestate.  It  is  not  a distinct  averment  that  she  wasted  the  goods,  but 
lat  she  wasted  the  goods  by  converting  them  to  her  own  use  ; because, 
herever  waste  is  alleged,  and  the  manner  of  wasting  is  stated,  the  party 
bound  by  that  statement,  as  it  shews  his  meaning  of  the  application  of 
le  term  “ waste”  in  the  particular  instance.  There  are  numerous 
ithorities  to  shew  that  a mere  conversion  by  an  administrator  of  the 
lods  of  the  intestate  to  his  own  use,  is  no  devastavit,  because  non  constat 
lat  he  may  have  paid  the  debts  out  of  his  own  money. — Archbishop  of 
anterbury  v.  Eobertson,(a)  Wheatley  v.  Lane,(5)  Merchant  v.  Driver, (c ) 
tephen’s  Msi  Prius,  (d)  Toller  on  Executors  ( e)  The  declaration  there- 
re,  in  this  particular,  shews  no  breach  of  the  bond.  There  is  also 
other  objection,  that  in  the  condition  of  the  bond  the  administratrix  is 
make  a return  on  the  first  Monday  in  June,  1834,  and  the  breach  is, 
iat  she  did  not  make  the  return  on  the  first  Monday  in  1834,  which  is 
(early  insufiicient.  On  these  several  grounds,  it  is  contended  that  the 
)i  efendants  are  entitled  to  judgment  on  this  demurrer. 

(Hi  I Crooks  for  plaintiff. — The  breach  is  sufiicient  as  to  the  non-payment 
(01  ;[  the  penalty  of  the  bond.  The  plaintiff  avers  that  the  defendants  did 
(0  ut,  nor  did  either  of  them  pay ; and  although  the  distinction  is  not  taken 
la  f to  non-payment  before  the  marriage  of  the  administratrix,  it  is  clearly 
01  mbraced  in  the  statement  which  is  made  by  the  plaintiff,  and  numerous 
\ Jrms,  both  before  as  well  as  since  the  new  pleading  rules,  will  be  found 
( |)  support  it.  As  to  the  form  of  the  bond,  the  court  must  support  it  if 
eljossible ; as  it  has  been  the  form  adopted  ever  since  the  original  forma- 
Jpfon  of  the  Court  of  Probate,  and  if  this  bond  were  now  to  be  held  invalid, 

Df  jiere  is  not  a bond  which  has  been  given  either  in  the  Court  of  Probate 
r in  any  of  the  Surrogate  Courts,  on  which  a prosecution  could  be  insti- 
lilCited  with  success.  But  the  bond  may  be  upheld  according  to  the  very 
j l'ords  of  the  statute,  and  the  names  of  Sir  John  Colborne  and  the  various 
Jjther  governors  whose  names  are  mentioned,  may  be  struck  out  as  surplus- 

Ij^e,  and  the  bond  will  then  appear  to  be  according  to  the  very  terms  of  the 
j-atute.  As  to  the  other  points  which  have  been  raised,  if  susceptible  of 
^ jrgument  at  all,  they  should  have  been  made  the  grounds  of  a special 
iad  not  a general  demurrer.  It  can  be  no  ground  of  general  demurrer 
I pat  the  declaration  contains  only  an  argumentative  statement  that  goods 
( hme  into  the  hands  of  the  administratrix  to  be  administered,  nor  that 
I fie  devastavit  alleged  does  not  in  law  amount  to  one.  As  to  the  variance 
jetween  the  time  of  return  in  the  condition,  and  that  in  the  breach,  it 
! fannot  be  fatal,  as  the  defendants  have  not  shewn  it  as  a special  cause  of 
lemurrer. 

I Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  statute  directs  that  the  judge  of  the  probate  shall 
;ake  sufficient  bonds  from  the  administrator,  with  two  or  more  sureties, 


(a)  1 C.  & Meeson  690. 
[d)  1863. 


(b)  1 Saund.  218. 
(e)  428, 


(c)  1 Saund.  307. 
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“in  the  name  of  the  governor, lieutenant  governor,  or  person  administering 
the  government  of  the  said  province and  then  it  prescribes  the  form  of  * 
che  condition,  which  has  been  closely  followed  in  this  instance.  It  makes* 
the  governor,  or  person  administering  the  government,  judge  of  the  Court^ 
of  Probate ; or  rather  directs  that  he  shall  preside  in  the  court,  and’ 
authorises  him  to  appoint  an  official  principal,  who  is  to  perform  the 
actual  duties  of  j adge.  An  action  was  formerly  brought  on  this  same  bond 
against  these  defendants,  at  the  suit  of  the  late  Sir  Charles  Bagot,  then 
Governor  General  of  Canada,  and  the  declaration  being  demurred  to  on 
various  grounds  this  court  gave  judgment  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1843,  for 
the  defendants  on  demurrer,  chiefly  on  the  ground  of  a defect  which 
cannot  be  objected  against  this  declaration.  I took  occasion  at  that 
time,  however,  to  express  the  opinion  which  I had  then  formed,  upon  the 
manner  in  which  the  bonds  to  be  given  by  administrators  should  have 
been  framed,  to  meel;  the  provisions  of  the  statute  ; and  in  re-considering 


the  matter  since  the  argument  of  this  demurrer,  I am  inclined  to  adhere 


to  what  I then  stated,  which  I need  not  repeat  here.  But  not  knowing 
in  what  form  the  many  bonds  which  must  have  been  given  under  the 
statute  have  been  framed,  we  think  it  better  to  abstain  from  pronouncing 
any  conclusion  in  this  case,  further  than  is  necessary  upon  these  plead- 
ings, for  this  might  prejudice  the  discussion  of  any  objection  which  may 
be  taken  hereafter  upon  the  ground  of  an  apparertt  want  of  conformity 
between  such  bonds  and  the  statute.  This  declaration  is  not,  in  our 
opinion,  bad,  on  account  of  the  only  cause  or  demurrer  specially  assigned. 
After  shewing  the  bond  forfeited  by  Charlotte  Warren,  by  which  an  action 
accrued  to  recover  the  penalty,  the  declaration  charges  that  ths  defendants, 
that  is  McKenzie  and  his  wife  (formerly  Charlotte  Warren,)  and  the 
other  defendants,  Stanton  and  Lee,  have  not,  nor  hath  either  of  them, 
paid  the  £650  to  Sir  John  Colborne,  or  to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  any  other 
persons,  but  it  does  not  state  that  Charlotte  Warren,  while  sole  and 
unmarried,  did  not  pay  the  £650  ; and  this  is  urged  as  a defect  in  the 
breach.  The  bond  not  only  might  have  been  forfeited  before  her  marriage 
with  her  present  husband,  but  according  to  the  statements  in  the  decla- 
ration, that  was  the  case  ; then  if  so,  the  penalty  became  a debt  due  by 
her,  and  of  course  it  must  be  denied  that  she  has  paid  it.  The  question 
is,  whether  the  allegation  that  the  defendants  have  not  paid  it,  includes 
such  denial ; in  other  words,  whether  the  statement  that  neither  McKenzie 
and  his  wife,  nor  either  of  them  have  paid,  includes  the  assertion  that 
Charlotte  Warren  did  not  pay  before  she  became  his  wife.  The  form  of 
concluding  used  here,  is  supported  by  Chitty’s  Pleading,  2nd.vol.  69-70, 
though  he  gives  other  forms  in  which  it  is  distinctly  stated  that  the  wife 
did  not  pay  while  sole,  and  that  neither  her  husband  nor  she  have  since 
paid,  {a)  It  is  laid  down  that  when  there  are  several  defendants,  an  aver- 
ment that  “ they  have  not  paid”  is  sufficient ; for  payment  by  one  is  pay- 
ment by  all.  If,  therefore,  any  of  these  four  defendants  had  paid  the 
debt,  this  breach  cannot  be  true,  and  I do  not  know  on  what  authority 
we  can  hoid,that  payment  b}^  Charlotte  McKenzie,  while  she  was  Charlotte 
Warren,  would  not  be  a payment  by  that  one  of  the  defendants,  though 
she  has  since  married.  I find  the  great  majority  of  precedents  do  nega- 


(a)  2 Chit.  PI.,  80,  332  ; 1 Chit.  Junr.  Precedent,  90,  124. 
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I ibive  payment  by  the  feme  while  sole,  as  well  as  by  either  after  the  inter- 

• marriage,  and  it  is  certainly  the  more  regular  and  proper  method  of  con- 
} eluding  ; but  the  leading  precedent  given  by  Chitty,  as  the  example  of 
i stating  the  breach  in  such  cases,  is  the  other  way,  and  without  an  express 
i Jecision  holding  it  bad,  I think  we  should  sustain  it,  on  the  weight  of 

• Jthat  authority,  as  this  defendant,  Charlotte  McKenzie,  is  certainly  the 
,ame  person  with  Charlotte  Warren,  and  if  she  has  not  yet  paid,  nor  any 
l^f  the  other  defendants,  then  it  is  correct  to  say,  as  is  said  in  this  con- 
jlusion,  that  pone  of  the  defendants  have  paid.  With  regard  to  the  other 
grounds  of  demurrer  urged  in  the  argument : though  I think  the  bond 
should  properly  have  been  taken  to  “the  governor,  lieutenant  governor, 
3r  person  administering  the  government  of  Upper  Canada,”  without 
making  the  governor  for  the  time  being  by  name  as  the  obligee  ; as  admin- 

tration  bonds  are  taken  in  England  to  the  “Archbishop  of  Canterbury,” 
ijmerely  by  his  name  of  office,  under  the  statute  22&23  Car. II.  ch.  10, under 
ia  very  similar  provision,  yet  I think  that  we  may  and  must  uphold  the 
ponds  which  we  were  informed  on  the  argument  have  commonly  been  taken 
n this  form.  It  is  a substantial  compliance  with  the  statute ; the  bond 
^as  taken  in  “the  name  of  the  governor;”  for  it  was  to  the  governor  at 
hat  time  by  name,  adding  his  official  designation.  All  that  is  added  in 
he  bond  of  his  being  Major-general  commanding,  &c.,  and  Judge  of  the 
]ourt  of  Probate,  does  no  harm,  and  may  be  rejected.  It  may  be  treated 
xs  mere  idle  matter  of  description.  As  to  the  second  objection,  it  was 
aot  necessary  that  the  bond  should  be  to  Sir  John  Colborne,  as  governor, 
fee.,  that  is,  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  word  “as”  should  be  used. 
The  bond  is  taken  in  the  name  of  the  governor  to  enforce  a compliance  by 
the  administratrix  with  her  duty,  and  that  is  all  that  the  law  requires. 
The  statute  and  the  condition  of  the  bond  set  out  in  the  record  shew 
j plainly  that  the  bond  is  in  fact  given  to  Sir  John  Colborne,  as  governor. 
It  need  not  be  so  stated.  As  to  the  third  objection,  it  cannot  hurt  the 
bond  that  Sir  John  Colborne,  being  Lieutenant-governor,  held  the  other 
joffices  mentioned  : they  are  to  be  regarded  merely  as  a matter  of  descrip- 
•tion  needlessly  inserted.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  necessary  that 
fhe  declaration  should  have  stated  that  administration  had  been  granted 
jto  Charlotte  Warren.  The  mode  of  declaring  on  what  are  called  fidelity 
(bonds,  as  well  as  the  case  of  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  Robertson  (a), 
land  indeed  the  reason  of  the  thing  will  shew,  that  no  such  statement  was 
[required,  and  the  same  case  of  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v,  Robertson,  so 
Ifar  as  we  may  safely  take  it  as  authority  on  that  point,  supports  this 
(declaration  against  the  other  objection,  that  it  is  not  directly  averred  in 
[it  that  any  goods  of  the  intestate  ever  came  to  the  hands  of  the  adminis- 
jtratrix.  It  is  sufficiently  stated  in  substance  at  least,  and  there  is  no 
(special  demurrer  on  the  ground  of  its  not  being  precisely  alleged.  As 
(regards  this  point,  the  pleadings  before  us  exactly  resemble  those  in  the 
iicase  cited,  which  case  also  clearly  establishes,  that  the  breach  as  to 
(wasting  and  converting  the  goods,  and  not  duly  administering  them,  is 
jwell  assigned  here.  The  declaration,  in  my  opinion,  might  be  sustained 
;as  regards  both  breaches,  if  it  were  not  for  the  variance  objected  in  the 
'.argument  between  the  condition  as  declared  on  and  as  set  out  on  oyer 


(a)  1 C.  & Meeson,  690. 
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The  declaration  charges  that  the  administratrix  was  bound  by  the  con- 
dition  to  render  an  account  of  her  administration  on  the  first  Monday  in  ' 
the  year  1834,  while  in  fact  the  condition  was  that  she  should  render  the 
account  on  the  first  Monday  in  June,  in  the  year  1834.  For  this  vari-  ' 
ance  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  demurrer,  but  the  plaintiff 
may  amend  on  paying  costs.  Where  the  deed  is  set  out  on  oyer,  it 
becomes  part  of  the  declaration,  and  the  variance  creates  a repugnance  in 
the  statement  in  a material  and  substantial  point.  Upon  the  principal 
question,  which  would  apply  to  ail  bonds  taken  in  this  form,  I consider 
that  on  general  demurrer,  at  least  sufficient  appears  to  enable  the  actual 
governor  to  sue  (see  Union  Act,  sec.  44).  The  bond  was  taken  to  the 
governor  at  the  time,  both  by  his  name  and  his  name  of  office.  Upon 
such  a bond  the  statute  enables  the  succeeding  governor  to  sue,  whether 
the  bond  says  anything  about  successor  or  not.  It  does  appear  on  the 
declaration  that  this  plaintiff  is  the  governor,  and  the  bond  being  taken 
to  the  governor  by  name,  and  his  successors,  cannot  the  less  entitle  the 
succeeding  governor  to  sue,  because  it  unnecessarily  mentions  his  succes- 
sors. The  statute  does  not  give  the  form  of  the  bond.  The  present 
bond  is  taken  in  substantial  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and 
I see  nothing  illegal  in  it — nothing  inconsistent  with  or  in  contravention 
of  the  statute,  though  I certainly  think  it  would  have  been  better  to  have 
taken  the  bond  simply  “to  the  Governor  of  Upper  Canada,”  which  would 
have  saved  the  necessity  for  any  recitals  as  to  the  succession ; but  before 
we  hold  what  has  been  done  under  the  statute  for  so  long  a series  of 
years  and  in  such  a multitude  of  cases  to  be  absolutely  void,  we  must  see 
something  which  is  in  substance  contrary  to  law,  which  we  do  not  see 
here.  This  declaration  avers,  that  the  bond  sued  on  was  taken  accord- 
ing to  the  statute,  which  is  expressly  recited,  and  the  provisions  of  which 
we  are  bound  to  know.  We  see  that  it  is  a bond  taken  to  the  governor 
to  secure  due  administration  of  an  intestate  estate,  and  it  is  not  the  less 
taken  to  the  governor  because  his  name  is  mentioned.  Sir  Charles  Met- 
calfe sues  as  being  the  governor  for  the  time,  and  by  law  it  is  the 
governor  for  the  time  that  should  sue.  The  statute  and  the  bond  toge- 
ther shew  the  right  of  action.  It  would  have  been  more  correct,  perhaps, 
if  this  action  had  been  merely  in  the  offical  name  of  the  governor,  saying 
nothing  of  Sir  Charles  Metcalfe,  but  we  cannot  say  that  it  is  bad  in  sub- 
stance because  the  name  of  the  actual  governor  is  mentioned.  The 
truth  seldom  or  never  vitiates  any  statement.  The  money  recovered  on 
this  bond  would  in  my  opinion  be  held  for  the  benefit  of  the  person 
entitled  to  put  the  bond  in  suit,  and  could  not  be  made  to  form  part  of 
the  personal  estate  of  Sir  Charles  Metcalfe.  The  course  in  England  is, 
that  the  next  of  kin,  or  a creditor,  obtains  leave  from  the  proper  court  to 
put  the  bond  in  suit,  and  then  it  is  assigned  to  him  and  he  is  allowed  to 
sue  in  the  name  of  the  archbishop.  Whether  the  same  steps  have  been 
taken  here  does  not  appear,  but  if  they  have  (as  they  ought  to  have  been), 
there  can  be  no  difficulty  either  as  to  costs  or  the  future  enforcing  of  the 
judgment. 

Leave  to  plaintiff  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs, 
otherwise  judgment  for  defendants. 
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Malloch  V.  Grier. 

Where  separate  actions  were  brought  by  the  obligee  against  the  obligors  in  a 
joint  and  several  bond,  and  the  pleadings  having  been  drawn  on  both  sides  to 
an  unnecessary  length,  the  plaintiff  had  leave  to  discontinue  after  argument 
on  demurrer,  and  the  master  disallowed  the  defendant  a great  portion  of  the 
pleadings,  which  he  considered  had  been  unnecessarily  pleaded;  the  court 
discharged  a rule  nisi,  obtained  by  the  defendant  to  revise  the  taxation,  with 
costs. 

Eccles  moved  to  revise  taxation  of  costs  to  defendant,  on  leave  to 
plaintiff  to  discontinue,  on  the  ground  that  the  master  has  disallowed  to 
defendant  the  coste  of  several  pleas  and  demurrers  on  which  he  obtained 
judgment,  and  has  allowed  to  plaintiff  the  costs  of  certain  pleadings  on 
which  he  obtained  judgment  in  this  action,  having  allowed  similar  costs 
in  the  action  against  the  other  obligor  of  the  bond  on  which  an  action  is 
also  brought,  two  actions  having  been  unnecessarily  brought.  The  facts 
of  the  case  appear  in  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron  shewed  cause. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — The  proceedings  in  this  suit  are  certainly  of  such  a 
character  aa  to  bring  no  little  discredit  on  the  administration  of  justice; 
and  it  does  not  tend  to  make  our  duty  more  agreeable  in  this  matter,  to 
find  two  gentlemen  of  the  profession,  residing  at  By  town,  who  were  con- 
cerned in  it  as  attornies  for  the  respective  parties,  making  affidavits 
directly  contradicting  each  other,  as  to  the  communications  which  have 
passed  between  them.  Upon  a seizure  of  goods  under  a fi.  fa.,  in  a 
district  court  suit,  a bond  was  given  by  two  persons  to  the  sheriff  that  the 
goods  should  be  forthcoming  when  required  to  be  sold;  upon  an  alleged 
forfeiture  of  this  bond,  which  was  only  taken  to  secure  the  return  of 
goods  to  the  amount  of  50^.,  such  a double  mass  of  pleading  has  been 
constructed  in  actions  against  the  two  obligors,  as  has  scarcely  ever  been 
seen  in  this  court,  even  where  the  most  important  interests  were  at  stake, 
and  the  most  difficult  questions  pending.  In  the  first  place,  if  there  was 
any  necessity  to  sue  both  defendants,  there  has  been  no  satisfactory 
reason  given  for  not  suing  them  in  one  action.  Then,  bringing  two  actions 
where  one  would  have  sufficed,  the  plaintiff  in  each  declares  in  two  counts, 
when  it  is  clear  that  one  only  was  necessary.  And  the  defendant  pleads 

!to  each  of  these  counts  ten  pleas,  to  eight  of  which  the  plaintiff  replies  in 
leach  action,  and  demurs  to  two;  and  the  defendant,  on  his  part,  demurs^ 
I [to  five  of  the  plaintiff’s  replications  in  each  line  of  pleading.  The  special 
I [demurrers  are  drawn  out  to  a most  absurd  and  unnecessary  length,  and 
i [the  consequence  is,  that  in  one  of  these  actions  now  before  us,  the  record 
i?  is  not  much,  if  any  less,  I think,  than  two  hundred  and  fifty  lolios.  We 
: jeannot  forbear  saying  that  we  look  upon  this  as  a great  injury  done  to  the 
: parties  on  both  sides,  and  a very  censurable  abuse  of  the  forms  of  the 
aw.  In  Hilary  term,  last,  we  made  a rule,  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff’s 
iittorney,  and  with  the  consent  of  the  defendant,  that  all  proceedings  in 
his  action  might  be  discontinued  upon  payment  of  such  costs  as  the 
■naster  might  think  right,  taking  into  consideration  the  necessity  of  the 
pleadings  and  their  prolixity.  Upon  this  rule  the  master  has  allowed  to 
ciefendant  as  costs  on  discontinuance  only  the  costs  of  the  1st,  2nd,  5th, 
,md  8th  pleas,  and  the  demurrers  thereto,  striking  out  the  others,  and 
7 u.  0.  Q.  B.  2 
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allows  the  plaintiff  to  set  off  the  costs  of  the  7th  plea,  including  fee  on 
argument  in  both  actions.  This  is  complained  of  by  the  defendant,  but 
we  shall  certainly  not  find  fault  with  any  reduction  made  by  the  master 
unless  upon  the  clearest  ground,  for  it  would  scarcely  be  a fair  matter  of 
complaint  under  such  circumstances,  if  nothing  was  to  he  allowed  on 
either  side  beyond  disbursements.  Upon  looking  over  the  pleas  of  which 
the  costs  were  allowed,  we  think  the  deduction  might,  without  impro- 
priety, have  gone  further;  and  at  any  rate  it  is  not  usual,  unless  under 
particular  circumstances,  to  over-rule  the  master  in  the  manner  in  which 
he  has  exercised  his  judgment  in  a manner  thus  specially  referred  to  him. 
The  defendant  has  certainly  no  just  ground  of  complaint,  in  regard  to  the 
proportion  of  the  pleadings  for  which  costs  are  allowed  to  him  by  the 
master:  and  as  to  any  ground  of  complaint  against  the  other  party  for 
bringing  an  unnecessary  action,  that  furnishes  no  consideration  that  can 
weigh  in  favour  of  the  defendant  in  regard  to  the  costs  of  this  suit,  and  it 
is  not  a matter  that  comes  properly  before  us  in  this  application. 

Eule  discharged  with  costs. 


In  RE  Macara. 

A solicitor  in  the  Sheriff’s  Court  in  Scotland  is  not  entitled  to  be  admitted  an 
attorney  of  this  court,  on  proof  of  service  for  three  years  under  articles  in 
Upper  Canada,  under  the  provisions  of  Stat.  7 Will.  IV.,  ch.  15. 

R.  B.  Sullivan  moved  for  the  admission  of  Mr.  Macara  as  an  attorney 
of  this  court,  under  7 Will.  lY.,  ch.  15,  upon  proof  of  service  under 
articles  in  Upper  Canada  for  three  years,  and  that  he  had  been  ad- 
mitted to  practice  as  a solicitor  in  the  sheriff’s  court  in  Eifeshire  in 
Scotland. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  take  the  occasion  of  this  application  to  remark, 
that  in  all  cases  of  gentlemen  applying  under  this  statute  there  should  be, 
1st,  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  party,  at  least  by  his  own  afiidavit,  that 
is,  he  should  swear  that  he  is  the  person  named  in  the  documents  pro- 
duced by  him;  2ndly,  some  testimonials  of  good  character  and  conduct; 
the  law  requires  this  from  persons  applying  to  be  called  to  the  bar 
under  similar  circumstances  (2  Geo.  lY.,  sess.  2,  ch.  5,  sec.  2);  and  in 
the  exercise  of  the  discretion  vested  in  this  court  by  7 Will.  lY.,  ch.  15, 
we  think  we  should  require  the  same  in  regard  to  persons  applying  to  be 
admitted  attornies  under  that  act;  3rdly,  the  assent  of  the  master  to 
waive  the  service  of  the  clerk  for  any  unexpired  portion  of  the  time  men- 
tioned in  the  articles,  should  be  shewn.  In  the  case  before  us  the  certi- 
ficates of  Mr.  Burns  and  of  Mr.  Crooks  should  have  been  obtained, 
declaring  that  there  had  been  a service  of  three  years  with  them  in  suc- 
cession under  articles.  Upon  the  general  question,  whether  the  court  can 
or  ought  to  admit,  under  the  statute,  any  person  to  be  an  attorney  after 
three  years’  service  only  in  this  province,  on  proof  of  his  having  been  duly 
admitted  a solicitor  in  the  Sheriff’s  Court  of  some  one  of  the  counties  of 
Scotland,  we  must  observe  that  there  ought  to  have  been  an  affidavit  of 
the  party  explaining  exactly  his  professional  status  in  Scotland.  Taking 
the  case  to  be  as  it  was  stated  at  the  bar  (and  no  doubt  correctly),  we 
must  look  upon  the  Sheriff’s  Court  of  Eifeshire  as  a limited  jurisdiction, 
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having  no  authority  out  of  that  county,  and  that  the  present  applicant  is 
not  at  this  momenc  competent  to  practice  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor  in 
those  higher  courts  in  Scotland  which  have  a general  jurisdiction  through- 
out the  kingdom.  Looking  at  the  statute  37  Geo.  III.,  ch.  15,  sec.  5, 
and  at  the  statute  passed  for  amending  it  (2  Geo.  IV.,  sec.  2,  ch.  5),  and 
comparing  the  5th  clause  of  the  former  as  it  originally  stood  with  the  2nd 
clause  ot  the  latter  which  is  substituted  for  it,  we  consider  that  the  legis- 
lature have  given  proof  by  that  amendment,  that  in  regard  to  barristers 
coming  from  the  United  Kingdom,  they  did  not  think  that  they  ought  to 
he  admitted  to  the  same  degree  in  this  province,  if  they  had  been  merely 
called  to  the  bar  of  some  court  having  hut  a local  jurisdiction  in  England, 
Ireland,  or  Scotland.  They  shew  us  in  that  statute,  that  by  the  term 
superior  courts,  they  mean  courts  not  having  merely  local  jurisdiction;  and 
we  think  it  reasonable  to  infer,  that  when  they  use  the  words  “ Solicitor 
before  the  higher  Courts  in  Scotland,’’  omitting  to  apply  the  words  higher 
courts  to  the  case  of  solicitors  arriving  from  England  or  Ireland,  they  mean 
what  they  had  already  clearly  expressed  in  the  former  act,  that  is,  courts 
not  having  merely  a local  jurisdiction.  Although,  therefore,  the  Sheriff’s 
Courts  in  Scotland  have  a high  jurisdiction  as  regards  the  subject  matters 
of  which  they  can  take  cognizance,  we  think  they  are  not  included  in  the 
term  higher  courts,  as  used  in  the  statute  in  question.  We  are  confirmed 
in  this  opinion,  by  the  recollection  that  Mr.  Berrie  was,  in  1821,  called 
to  the  bar  in  this  province,  under  37  Geo.  III.  ch.  13,  and,  as  we  believe, 
after  some  hesitation,  upon  his  shewing  that  he  had  been  admitted  to 
practice  in  a similar  capacity  before  the  Sheriff’s  Court  of  a county  in 
Scotland ; and  that  in  the  next  session  of  the  legislature  the  statute 
2 Geo.  IV.,  ch.  5,  was  passed,  making  the  alteration  which  we  have  alluded 
to,  as  if  for  the  purpose  gf  preventing  such  an  interpretation  being  put 
upon  the  term  “ superior  courts  ” in  future  ; and  although  that  enactment 
refers  to  barristers  and  not  to  attorneys,  we  think  that  in  the  exercise  of 
our  discretion  we  shall  best  conform  to  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  by 
only  recognising  admissions  to  practice  in  those  courts  of  Scotland  which 
have  a general  jurisdiction  as  sufficient  to  bring  the  party  under  the 
benefit  of  the  statute  7 Will.  IV.,  ch-  15. 

Madden  v.  Shewed. 

A notice  of  action  against  a magistrate  must  distinctly  specify  the  place  where 
the  act  complained  of  was  done. 

Trespass  for  false  imprisonment  against  the  defendant  as  a justice  of 
the  Peace  of  the  Midland  District.  Plea,  the  general  issue,  by  statute.  At 
the  trial,  the  notice  of  action  which  had  been  served  on  the  defendant, 
was  produced ; it  contained  no  statement  of  a venue,  or  at  least,  no  suf- 
ficient statement,  as  the  defendant  insisted.  It  was  in  these  words  (after 
notifying  the  defendant  of  the  intention  to  bring  an  action  of  trespass 
against  him  as  a justice  of  the  peace,  of  the  Midland  District) : For  that 

you,  as  one  of  her  Majesty’s  justices  of  the  peace,  on  or  about  the  3rd 
Sept.,  1844,  caused  me  to  be  arrested  and  imprisoned  by  one  John  Wil- 
liamson, a constable,  acting  under  your  orders ; and  kept  and  detained  me 
as  such  prisoner,  for  the  space  of  six  hours.  And  also,  for  that  the  said 
John  Williamson,  acting  as  aforesaid,  then  and  there  assaulted,  beat,  and 
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ill-treated  me  as  such  prisouer.  Aud  also  for  that  the  said  John  Wil- 
liamson, acting  as  aforesaid,  did  other  wrongs  to  me  then  and  there  com- 
mit. And  also,  for  that  you,  the  said  Edward  Shewer,  on  the  said  3rd 
September,  or  thereabout,  did  assault,  and  beat,  and  arrest,  and  imprison 
me,  without  any  cause  whatever,  and  kept  me  imprisoned  for  the  space  of 
six  hours,  and  also  carried  me  to  a certain  dwelling-house  in  the  to  wnship  of 
Ernestown,  four  miles  distant  from  the  place  where  I was  so  arrested;  and 
other  wrongs  and  injuries  to  me  also  then  and  there  did  against  the  peace  of 
our  Lady  the  Queen,  and  to  my  great  damage.”  The  learned  judge  reserved 
the  objection,  that  the  place  where  the  trespass  was  committed  was  not 
sufficiently  stated ; and  the  case  having  been  gone  into,  it  appeared  that 
on  the  31st  of  August,  1844,  one  Elanagan  made  information  and  com- 
plaint before  the  defendant  as  a magistrate,  that  the  plaintiff  had  unjusti- 
fiably and  unwarrantably  withheld  from  him  his  just  wages ; that  he  had 
worked  as  a farming  labourer,  for  the  plain tifi,  for  two  months,  at  2^.  2s,  6d, 
per  month,  and  had  received  1/.  2s,  9d.  in  goods  and  money,  leaving  a 
balance  of  31.  2s.  3d.  ; of  which  balance.  Madden,  the  plaintiff,  refused  to 
pay  him  more  than  21.  4s.  Upon  this  information,  the  defendant,  Shewer, 
on  the  4th  of  September,  issued  his  warrant  to  apprehend  Madden,  and 
bring  him  before  him  to  answer  for  the  said  offence.  The  defendant, 
in  issuing  these  warrants,  had  assumed  to  act  under  the  English  statutes 
20  Geo.  II.,  ch.  19,  and  31  Geo.  II.,  ch.  11,  which  authorize  justices  in 
England  to  determine  disputes  between  servants  in  husbandry  and  their 
masters,  respecting  wages.  The  learned  judge  doubted  whether  these 
statutes  were  in  force  in  this  province,  and  reserved  leave  to  the  defendant 
to  move  fora  nonsuit  on  that  point,  and  also  on  the  objection  taken  to  the 
notice.  The  jury  found  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  one  shilling 
damages. 

J.  A.  Macdonaldy  for  the  defendant,  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  a 
nonsuit  on  the  leave  reserved. 

Henry  Smith  shewed  cause. — The  notice  of  action  is  sufficiently  certain 
as  to  place,  as  it  is  directed  to  the  defendant  as  a magistrate  of  the  Mid- 
land Uistrict,  and  states  that  the  defendant  caused  the  plaintiff’  to  be  carried 
from  the  place  where  he  was  arrested,  four  miles,  to  a certain  dwelling- 
house  in  the  township  of  Ernestown.  The  court  was  bound  to  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  divisions  of  the  various  districts,  as  they  are  stated 
in  a public  statute,  and  the  township  of  Ernestown  is  in  the  centre  of  the 
Midland  District,  so  that  if  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  four  miles  from 
that  township,  he  must  have  been  arrested  within  the  Midland  District, 
and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrate,  which  would  make  the  state- 
ment sufficiently  certain  as  to  place.  (The  argument  upon  the  effect  of 
the  statutes  is  omitted,  as  the  court  gave  no  judgment  on  that  point.) 

y.  A.  Macdonaldy  in  support  of  the  rule.  This  court  has  already,  in 
the  case  of  Kimble  v.  McGarry  (a),  decided  that  a notice  of  action  was 
insufficient,  which  contained  no  statement  of  the  place  where  the  act 
complained  of  as  a trespass,  was  done,  and  that  was  an  action  against  a 
bailiff'  of  a Division  Court,  against  whom  the  notice  of  action  by  the 
Division  Court  Act,  is  not  required  to  be  nearly  so  explicit  as  that 
required  by  the  English  statute  in  actions  against  magistrates.  Martins 


{a)  Trin.  Term,  1843. 
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V.  Upshur,  {a)  upon  the  authority  of  which  Kimble  v-  McGarry  was 
decided,  is  also  in  point.  But  Breese  v.  Jerdein  et  al.,  {h)  is  the  most 
direct  authority.  There  the  notice  was  in  terms  almost  similar  to  those 
used  in  this  notice.  The  words  were  “You  having  on  or  about  the  27th 
May,  now  last  past,  caused  Daniel  Breese  of  Pwllhele,  in  the  county  of 
Carnarvon,  gentleman,  to  be  apprehended  and  detained  in  custody,  without 
any  reasonable  or  probable  cause  whatsoever,  for  the  space  of  three  hours 
then  next  following,  and ’having  afterwards  caused  him  to  be  unlawfully 
committed  to  a certain  common  gaol  or  prison  called  the  Compter,  in  the 
city  of  London,  and  to  be  there  imprisoned,  and  kept  and  detained  in 
prison,  &c.”  The  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  in  England  held  that  notice 
to  be  insufficient,  and  this  one  is  certainly  not  more  comprehensive. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  all  think  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
prevail  at  the  trial  on  the  objection  taken  by  him  to  the  notice.  The 
question  of  the  necessity  for  stating  in  the  notice  of  action  the  place  as 
well  as  the  time  when  the  injuries  complained  of  are  alleged  to  have  been 
committed,  came  before  us  in  the  case  of  Kimble  v.  McGarry,  and  we 
found  upon  a reference  to  late  English  decisions,  that  the  place  must  be 
expressed.  This  case  is  one  in  which  the  English  authorities  are  more 
directly  applicable  than  in  Kimble  v.  McGarry,  because  the  notice  here 
was  given  under  the  same  statute,  viz.  24  Geo.  II.,  ch.  44,  which  directs 
that  the  notice  shall  “ clearly  and  explicitly  contain  the  cause  of  action.” 
The  courts  in  England  have  held,  that  a notice  cannot  be  said  to  comply 
with  this  direction  if  it  does  not  state  in  what  place  the  alleged  trespass 
was  committed.  In  Kimble  v.  McGarry  the  notice  was  given  under  a 
provincial  statute  which  was  not  so  precise  in  its  directions  as  the 
24  Geo.  II.,  but  we  thought  it  right  to  hold,  that  the  several  statutes 
requiring  notice  of  action  to  be  given  to  public  officers  must  be  looked 
upon  as  acts  passed  in  this  respect  in  “pari  materia,'''  and  ought  to 
receive  the  same  construction,  for  it  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the 
legislature  did  not  intend  by  all  of  them  to  give  the  same  degree  of  infor- 
mation to  the  officer,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  tender  amends,  or  prepare 
for  his  defence.  But  then  it  has  been  argued,  that  in  this  case  the 
notice  does  in  fact  state  a place,  and  the  plaintiff  relies  on  that  part  of  it 
towards  the  end,  in  which  it  is  stated,  that  the  defendant  “carried  him  to 
a certain  dwelling  house  in  the  township  of  Ernest  Town,  four  miles 
distant  from  the  place  where  he  was  so  arrested.”  This,  however,  must 
be  looked  upon  as  a description  of  a distinct  act  of  trespass.  Bush  v. 
Parker  et  al.  (c)  With  respect  to  the  first  trespass,  in  assaulting  and 
Ij  seizing  the  party,  no  place  was  stated  ; the  two  acts  have  not  necessarily 
Ij  any  close  connection  as  regards  locality,  and  for  all  that  appears,  the 
II  former  act  may  have  been  out  of  the  district  altogether,  and  out  of  the 
I j defendant’s  jurisdiction,  and  that  may  be  the  very  ground  of  the  action. 
Ij  We  may  notice  judicially  that  the  township  of  Ernest  Town  is  in  the 
E Midland  District,  because  it  is  made  part  of  that  district  by  a public 
}j  statute,  but  we  cannot  know  judicially  in  what  district  any  place  said  to 
I j be  four  miles  from  it  may  be  situate.  When  once  it  is  settled  that  the 
* ! notice  must  give  explicit  information  of  the  place  where,  &c.,  then  we 
\ must  see  that  this  condition  is  reasonably  complied  with,  and  notallow  it 


(a)  3 Q.  B.  662.  (h)  4 Q.  B.  585.  (c)  1 Bing.  K.  C.  71. 
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to  be  Irittered  away  by  ingenious  constructions.  On  the  ground  of  this 
defect,  we  think  the  rule  for  nonsuit  must  be  made  absolute.  If  it  had 
not  been  lor  this,  the  verdict  which  has  been  given  for  nominal  damages 
only  would,  in  our  opinion,  have  been  right  in  point  of  law,  since  the 
defendant,  who  it  is  evident  from  the  trilling  verdict  given  did  not  in  the 
opinion  of  the  jury  mean  to  act  improperly,  undoubiedly,  erred,  in  issuing 
a warrant  to  apprehend  the  plaintiff,  when  the  statute  under  which  he 
assumed  to  act,  20  Geo.  II,  ch.  19,  does  not  authorise  such  a warrant, 
but  on  the  contrary  directs,  that  the  party  complained  of  should  be  sum- 
moned, and  that  in  case  he  fails  to  attend,  the  justice  may  examine  and 
determine  the  matter  in  his  absence.  It  is  clear  that  in  such  a case  the 
justice  has  no  right  to  have  the  party  apprehended.  I refer  to  the 
case  of  the  Queen  V.  Simpson,  (a).  The  illegality  in  the  proceedings 
would  at  any  rate  have  made  it  unnecessary  to  go  into  the  other  objec- 
tion in  the  case,  which  the  defendant  took  at  the  trial,  namely  that  the 
English  statutes  referred  to  are  not  in  force  in  thi^  country ; I me^,n  the 
20th  Geo.  II.,  ch.  19,  and  31  Geo.  II.,  ch.  11,  for  the  regulation  of  dis- 
putes between  masters  and  servants,  and  as  the  same  question  is  before 
us  on  demurrer  in  another  case,  we  abstain  now  from  going  into  it. 

Eule  absolute  (b). 


In  re  Duggan,  Coroner. 

A coroner  is  not  entitled  to  poundage  on  an  attachment  against  a sheriff, 

Mr.  Duggan,  one  of  the  coroners  of  the  Home  District,  applied  in 
person  to  the  court,  for  direction  to  the  master  to  allow  him  poundage 
on  an  attachment  against  the  sheriff  of  the  Home  District  for  not  return- 
ing a writ  ol  execution,  on  wEich  the  sheriff  had  been  attached  and  the 
money  paid. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — In  England  it  appears  that  the  right  to  receive 
poundage  on  money  made  on  an  attachment  has  not  been  recognized. 
Upon  considering  the  Statutes  23  Hen.  YI.  ch.  9,  and  29  Eliz.  ch.  4,  it 
was  decided  in  Eex  v.  Palmer,  (c)  that  there  being  no  practice  to  sup- 
port the  charge,  and  no  express  allowance  by  any  statute,  the  court  could 
not  sanction  the  deduction  of  poundage  from  money  made  by  the  sheriff 
on  an  attachment.  The  court  said,  if  the  sheriff  supposed  that  he  was 
entitled  to  it,  he  might  bring  his  action  for  it.  The  attachment  in  cases 
like  the  present,  is  in  the  nature  of  a civil  execution,  certainly,  arid  in  a 
general  sense  the  analogy  is  recognized ; but  the  right  of  public  officers 
to  fees,  is  confined  to  such  fees  as  can  be  strictly  traced  to  a legal  origin. 
The  23rd  Hen.  YI,  ch.  9,  gives  no  claim  to  poundage  ; that  rests  in 
England  wholly  on  the  29  Eliz.  ch.  4,  which  mentions  extents  Mid  execu- 
tions only,  and  as  the  counts  in  England  have  determined  that  they  cannot 
extend  the  provision  by  construction  to  attachments,  we  must  follow  their 
example,  so  far  as  it  may  be  necessary  to  ground  the  claim  on  that  statute. 
Our  own  statutes  give  no  other  information  on  the  subject  than  that  the 
2 Geo.  lY.  ch.  1 sec.  19,  gives  the  sheriff  poundage  on  executions,  and  in 

(a)  lo  Mod.  341,  378.  _ _ 

(6)  See  also  on  the  sufi&ciency  of  notice  of  action,  Jones  v.  Nicholls,  9 Jur.  989. 
^ (c)  2 East.  41 1. 
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such  language  as  to  leave  no  doubt  that  sums  recovered  by  judgment 
M^ere  alone  in  the  contemplation  of  the  legislature.  Under  the  authority 
given  to  the  court  by  that  statute  to  regulate  costs,  poundage,  has,  by  a 
rule  of  court,  been  given  to  the  sheriff  only  on  writs  of  execution.  We 
do  not  see  that  we  might  not,  by  a rule  to  be  made  under  that  statute, 
allow  poundage  to  sheriffs  and  coroners  upon  moneys  made  upon  attach- 
ments, if  it  be  thought  just  and  expedient ; but  hitherto  no  such  rule  has 
been  made,  and  the  matter  has  been  left  upon  the  same  footing  on  which 
it  stands  in  England,  and  therefore  we  cannot  order  that  in  this  case 
poundage  should  be  allowed. 

Eule  refused. 


Amiot  et  Ux.  V.  Woodcock. 

Proceedings  in  dower  cannot  be  taken  in  an  outer  district, 

y.  Hilly ard  Cameron  for  the  tenant  in  this  case,  obtained  a rule  nisi  to 
set  aside  the  writ  of  grand  cape  issued  in  this  cause  for  irregularity,  with 
costs ; on  the  grounds  that  the  tenant  was  directed  to  appear  at  Toronto, 
and  that  the  writ  issued  from  the  office  of  the  deputy  clerk  of  the  crown 
in  the  district  of  Victoria,  from  which  no  such  writ  could  issue  ; and  that 
an  appearance  has  been  entered  in  the  Home  District ; or  that  the  tenant 
might  be  admitted  to  defend  on  payment  of  costs,  upon  affidavits  of  merits 
filed.  It  appeared  that  the  writ  of  summons  had  issued  from  the  outer 
district,  and  that  the  notice  served  on  the  tenant  required  his  appearance 
at  Toronto.  No  writ  of  grand  cape  had  issued  from  the  Home  District 
^ Office,  and  the  tenant  entered  his  appearance  there,  though  at  the  time 
the  writ  of  grand  cape  had  issued  from  the  office  of  the  deputy. 

W allbridge  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  actions  of  dower  can  only 
properly  be  conducted  in  the  Home  District,  at  the  principal  office  ^ and 
that  like  ejectments,  they  do  not  come  within  the  provisions  contained  in 
our  King’s  Bench  Act  respecting  proceedings  which  may  be  had  in  the 
offices  of  the  deputy  clerks  of  the  crown  in  the  several  districts.  It  is 
true  that  the  82nd  section  of  the  act  does  not  make  an  exception  of  any 
particular  description  of  action,  but  says  that  “ the  clerk  of  the  crown  in 
each  district  shall  have  an  office,  the  duties  of  which  shall  be  discharged 
by  deputies,  in  which  actions  in  the  said  court  may  be  instituted,  and  all 
necessary  proceedings  had  before  final  judgment ; and  that  a writ  of  capias 
ad  satisfaciendum,  after  such  final  judgment,  may  be  issued  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  same  may  be  done  in  the  principal  office.”  But  while  it 
makes  no  exception  of  any  particular  form  of  action,  so  neither  on  the 
other  hand  does  it  say  that  all  actions  may  be  instituted  in  the  deputy’s 
office,  but  only  that  “actions may  be  instituted  there.”  And,  in  adding 
that  writs  of  ca.  sa.  may  be  issued  in  those  offices  after  such  final  judg- 
ment, the  statute  seems  to  contemplate  the  entry  of  such  judgments 
only  as  are  for  the  recovery  of  money,  either  in  the  shape  of  debts  or 
damages,  as  to  which  therefore,  a ca.  sa.  might  ordinarily  issue.  There 
is  nothing,  as  it  seems  to  us,  to  prevent  such  a construction  of  the  act 
as  the  nature  of  the  action  may  require.  The  4th  clause  of  the  same 
statute,  which  enacts  that  the  original  process  for  compelling  the  appear- 
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ance  of  the  defendant  or  defendants,  in  any  suit  hereafter  to  be  brought 
in  his  Majesty’s  Court  of  King’s  Bench,  shall  be  a capias  ad  respondendum, 
is  certainly  less  open  to  any  latitude  of  construction  ; for  it  says  that  the 
original  process  in  any  suit  shall  be  a capias;  and  yet  this  court,  many 
years  ago,  by  its  rule  of  Easter  Term,  1 Will.  lY.,  assumed  actions  of 
dower,  and  real  actions  generally,  not  to  be  within  that  provision  ; for  they 
give  by  that  rule  the  form  of  a summons  to  be  used  in  such  actions,  instead 
of  a capias,  directing  that  the  time  of  return  should  conform  to  the  English 
practice  in  such  cases ; which  they  could  not  have  done,  if  they  had  not  con- 
sidered that  the  language  of  the  King’s  Bench  Act  did  not  extend  to  such 
actions.  So  long  as  the' legislature  may  think  fit  to  allow  the  remedy  for 
recovery  of  dower,  to  rest  upon  its  present  foundation,  leaving  us  to 
govern  the  proceedings  by  English  practice,  it  will  be  much  more  conve- 
nient to  carry  on  all  the  proceedings  in  the  district  in  which  the  court  sits. 
Indeed,  if  the  practice  which  we  lately  had  occasion  tp  cons5ider,  of  essoigns 
in  such  actions  is  to  continue,  T do  not  know  that  it  would  be  practicable 
do  carry  on  the  proceedings  in  the  deputy’s  offices,  and  to  pursue  at  the 
same  time  the  analogy  with  the  English  practice. — Henderson  v.  Stephens 
and  another  (a).  We  make  the  rule  absolute  for  setting  aside  the  pro- 
ceedings in  this  case  but  not  with  costs,  as  the  question  is  new. 


Wadsworth  v.  Murphy. 

A seizure  of  goods  for  a breach  of  the  revenue  laws,  by  a person  who  is  not  an 
authorized  ofiScer  of  the  customs  at  the  time,  but  whose  act  is  subsequently 
adopted  and  sanctioned  by  the  collector  of  customs  for  the  part  of  the  country 
where  the  seizure  is  made,  is  so  far  protected  by  the  statutes  relating  to  the 
customs,  as  to  entitle  the  person  seizing  to  the  notice  of  action,  &c, , required  by 
those  statutes.  Where  goods  are  seized  for  what  appears  to  be  a direct  vio- 
lation of  the  revenue  laws  relating  to  the  customs,  by  which  they  become 
forfeited,  they  are  absolutely  condemned  at  the  end  of  thirty  days  if  no  claim 
is  properly  made  for  them  according  to  4 & 5 Will.  IV.,  ch.  89.  sec.  25  ; and 
after  such  condemnation  for  default  of  claim,  the  owner  cannot  bring  trespass 
for  any  alleged  illegality  in  the  seizure. 

Trespass,  for  seizing  a box  of  tea.  Plea,  general  issue  by  statute.  At 
dbe  trial,  the  plaintiff  obtained  a verdict  for  £9  ; and 

Sherwoodj  Solicitor  General,  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  on  the 
grounds  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdi- 
rection. The  facts  proved  were  these : the  defendant  had  been  a deputy 
collector  under  Mr.  Fraser,  the  former  collector  for  the  port  of  Brock- 
ville,  but  some  months  after  Mr.  Fraser  had  retired  from  the  office  and  a 
successor  had  been  appointed,  he  assumed  in  this  instance  alone  (for  any- 
thing that  appears)  still  to  act  as  a revenue  officer,  and  on  the  9th  of 
March,  1843,  seeing  a box  of  tea  on  its  way  to  the  interior  from  Bytown, 
he  seized  it  in  the  township  of  Packenham,  on  suspicion  that  it  had  been 
smuggled  from  the  United  States.  On  the  13th  or  March,  he  wrote  to 
the  collector  at  Brockville  respecting  the  seizure,  saying  that  he  had 
advertised  it  to  be  sold  by  auction  on  the  Saturday  following,  expressing 
at  the  same  time  his  doubts  whether  he  had  authority  to  act  since  Mr. 
Fraser’s  retirement.  The  tea,  it  appears,  was  not  claimed,  and  on  that 
account  condemned,  under  the  British  statute  4 & 5 Will.  lY.,  ch.  89, 
sec.  25;  and  in  May,  1843,  the  collector  of  Brockville  wrote  to  the 

{a)  Ante  page  64. 
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defendant  adopting  his  act  in  seizing,  aud  sending  him  3Z.  5s.  which 
was  to  pay  his  charges  and  his  one-fourth  share  as  the  seizing  officer.  The 
tea  had  been  sent  to  Brockville  by  direction  of  the  collector,  and  sold 
there.  The  fact  was  that  the  tea  had  been  brought  in,  having  been 
legally  imported  from  England,  and  not  smuggled  from  the  United 
States  as  the  defendant  supposed.  The  jury  found  expressly  that  the 
defendant  did  not  act  as  a revenue  officer  in  the  seizure. 

R,  Hervey  shewed  cause. — ^The  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  any  of 
the  protections  given  by  the  acts  relating  to  the  customs,  to  persons 
who  are  acting  under  those  acts  in  some  official  capacity  ; because  it  was 
clearly  shewn  on  the  trial,  that  he  was  intermeddling  officiously  in  a 
matter  with  which  he  had  nothing  whatever  to  do,  his  own  words,  in 
fact,  shewing  that  he  had  ceased  to  have  any  connection  with  the  cus- 
toms department ; and  the  only  evidence  that  he  could  at  all  rely  upon, 
viz : that  which  referred  to  the  subsequent  confirmation  of  his  seizure 
by  the  collector  at  Brockville,  was  not  insisted  upon  as  constituting  a 
good  ground  of  defence ; nor  can  the  defendant  now  rely  upon  any  con- 
demnation of  the  tea  for  want  of  claim  within  the  proper  time,  because 
he  made  that  no  ground  of  defence  either ; and  as  it  has  been  shewn 
that  the  case  went  clearly  to  the  jury,  and  the  merits  are  with  the  plain- 
tiff, the  court  ought  not  now  to  hear  objections  urged  to  the  recovery  of 
damages,  which  the  defendant  never  would  have  been  liable  to  expect 
for  his  own  uncalled-for  interference  with  the  plaintiff’s  property. 

Sherwood,  Solicitor  General,  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  subsequent 
ratification  of  the  act  of  the  defendant,  by  the  superior  officer  of  cus- 
toms, is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  the  protection  of  the  customs 
acts ; and  then  the  subsequent  condemnation  of  the  tea,  for  want  of 
claim,  puts  it  out  of  the  plaintiff’s  power  afterwards  to  bring  an  action 
against  him  for  the  seizure.  The  Imperial  statute  4 & 5 Will  IV.  ch. 
89,  sec.  25,  says,  that  where  goods  are  seized  as  forfeited  for  breach  of  the 
customs  laws,  and  are  not  claimed  by  the  owner,  or  some  person  on  his 
behalf,  within  thirty  days,  that  they  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be 
condemned,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever.  The  plaintiff  made 
no  claim  for  this  tea  under  the  statute,  and  in  consequence,  at  the  expi- 
ration of  thirty  days,  his  right  to  it  was  gone,  and  he  could  no  longer 
maintain  an  action  of  trespass  for  it ; for  condemnation  having  passed 
upon  it,  the  property  belonged  to  the  Queen.  The  condemnation  by  non- 
claim  under  this  statute,  must  have  precisely  the  same  effect  upon  the 
property,  as  if  a judgment  had  been  obtained  on  an  information  filed  in 
the  Queen’s  Bench ; and  there  can  be  no  doubt,  that  after  a condemna- 
tion in  rem  in  the  Exchequer,  no  action  of  trespass  could  be  maintained 
against  the  seizing  officer,  {a) 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — This  case  had  been  tried  at  a former  assize,  when  a 
verdict  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  as  trifling  a sum  as  upon  this 
last  occasion ; but  the  court  considered  that  there  was  a misapprehension 
at  the  trial  in  requiring  strict  legal  evidence  of  a written  deputation 
which  the  defendant  had  formerly  held  under  the  collector  of  customs  at 
Brockville;  whereas  it  would  have  been  enough  for  him  to  shew,  as  in 
regard  to  other  public  officers,  that  he  had  been  actually  serving  in  that 
capacity;  and  as  the  verdict  seemed  to  have  been  influenced  by  the  ruling 

(a)  5 T.  R,  255  ; 4 Price,  154;  5 Price,  202  ; Phil.  Ev.  8 ed.  553;  2 B.  & P.  391; 
Strange,  481 ; Bull,  N.  P.  19. 
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upon  that  point,  the  court  granted  a new  trial.  Upon  a second  investi- 
gation, there  has  been  the  same  result,  and  as  there  has  been  already  too 
much  litigation  in  consequence  of  this  trifling  seizure,  we  ought  not  to 
open  the  matter  again,  unless  it  should  appear  imperative  upon  us  to  do 
so.  It  is  clear,  upon  the  evidence,  tliat  in  point  of  fact  the  chest  of  tea 
was  not  smuggled,  hut  had  been  purchased  in  Montreal,  having  been 
legally  imported  from  England;  it  is  clear,  too,  that  this  defendant  having 
no  other  ground  of  suspicion  (at  least  he  shews  none)  than  his  own  sur- 
mise, officiously  made  the  seizure,  holdiug  at  the  time  no  office  or  employ- 
ment in  the  customs,  and  having,  as  his  letter  to  the  collector  shews, 
great  doubts  at  the  time  whether  he  had  any  right  to  act  at  all  in  the 
matter.  Upon  the  mere  question  as  to  the  real  justice  of  the  case,  the 
merits  are  with  the  plaintiff,  whose  property  was  vexatiously  taken  from 
him,  under  circumstances  that  made  it  particularly  inconvenient ; for  the 
tea  had  been  carried  far  into  the  interior,  on  its  way  to  his  lumbering 
station  on  the  Ottawa  river,  and  it  was  seized  at  such  a place  that  he  could 
not  have  the  matter  readily  cleared  up  by  reference  to  superior  authority, 
nor  without  much  trouble  and  expense.  Strictly  speaking,  however,  I 
apprehend  that  the  plaintiff  could  not,  under  the  circumstances,  have 
maintained  this  action,  if  the  difficulties  in  the  way  of  his  recovery  had 
been  raised  and  insisted  upon  at  the  proper  time.  The  defendant  had 
formerly  acted  as  a seizing  officer,  under  the  authority  of  the  previous 
collector;  admitting  that  authority  to  have  ended  when  a new  collector 
was  appointed,  still  the  adoption  of  the  seizure  by  the  latter  when  it  was 
reported  to  him,  was  clearly  shewn,  and  was  quite  unequivocal;  he  acted 
upon  the  seizure  which  the  defendant  had  made,  had  the  goods  sold , and 
paid  him  his  share  of  the  proceeds  as  the  seizing  officer.  Besides  the 
general  principle  that  this  subsequent  recognition  and  adoption  is  in  con- 
templation of  law  to  be  connected  with  the  previous  act,  so  as  to  give  it 
effect,  there  is  a positive  provision  in  one  of  the  statutes,  which  tends  to 
strengthen  the  ground  for  its  application;  for  in  the  Imperial  statute 
3 & 4 Will.  IV.  ch.  si,  sec.  7,  it  is  enacted,  ‘‘That  every  person  em- 
ployed on  any  duty  or  service  relating  to  the  customs,  by  the  orders,  or 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  commissioners  of  his  Majesty’s  Customs, 
(whether  previously  or  subsequently  expressed),  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
the  officer  of  the  customs  for  that  duty  or  service.’’  There  is  reason,  I 
think,  for  contending  that  this  provision,  under  the  effect  of  the  statute 
3 & 4 Will.  IV,  ch.  59  sec,  34,  is  in  force  here  ; but  at  any  rate  it  shews 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  be  in  affirmance  of  the  common  law 
principle  in  this  respect.  This  case,  however,  might  at  the  trial  have 
been  rested  on  a more  conclusive  ground,  and  such  as  would  have  pre- 
cluded the  necessity  of  enquiring  into  the  defendant’s  right  to  act  as  a 
seizing  officer;  for  whatever  may  have  been  the  truth  of  the  case  in 
regard  to  the  liability  of  the  tea  to  seizure,  it  was  in  fact  condemned, 
and  that  condemnation  was  conclusive.  It  is  true  it  was  not  upon  a 
trial  of  the  merits,  but  upon  default  of  claim  under  the  statute  4 & 5 
, Will.  IV.  ch.  89,  sec.  25  ; still,  when  goods  are  seized,  as  forfeited  under 
any  of  the  provisions  of  the  revenue  laws,  and  are  not  claimed  within 
the  month,  and  are  for  that  reason  condemned,  I should  consider  a 
sentence  of  condemnation  so  obtained  as  effectual  for  the  protection  of 
the  seizing  officer,  as  if  it  had  proceeded  upon  a trial  of  the  case.  It 
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was  intimated  upon  the  argument  that  this  court  had  decided  otherwise 
in  a case  which  was  mentioned  of  Lewis  et  ai.  v.  Kirby,  determined  in 
Trinity  Term,  1842.  I should  have  been  surprised  to  find,  that  we  had 
in  that  case  drawn  a distinction  between  a condemnation  for  want  of 
claim,  and  a condemnation  after  trial,  in  such  terms  as  to  imply  that  in 
our  opinions  the  same  effect  was  not  in  general  to  he  given  to  the  one  as 
to  the  other,  for  the  protection  of  the  officer.  Upon  referring  to  my  note 
of  the  judgment,  I see  that  our  opinions  proceeded  altogether  upon  a 
ground  which  made  that  case,  in  our  judgment  at  least,  an  exception.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  judgment,  I find  we  thus  expressed  ourselves  on  that 
point:  “The  only  point  remaining  to  be  disposed  of  is  the  objection 

made  by  the  defendant,  that  under  the  imperial  stat,  4 & 5 Will.  IV., 
ch.  89,  sec.  25,  it  was  necessary  that  the  person  from  whom  the  boat  was 
seized  should  within  one  calendar  month  give  notice  in  writing  to  the  per- 
son seizing,  or  to  the  collector,  that  he  intended  to  claim  the  boat.  I 
cannot  see  that  the  defendant  in  the  case  before  us  should  be  held  to  be 
protected  by  that  clause,  because  he  has  not  seized  for  any  cause  of  for- 
feiture contained  in  any  law  relating  to  the  customs  (which  is  what  the 
clause  requires),  at  least  no  such  law  has  been  pointed  out,  nor  I believe 
can  be.”  And  after  stating  the  alleged  ground  of  seizure,  which  was 
wholly  apart  from  any  provision  contained  in  any  of  the  statutes,  the 
judgment  proceeds:  “It  is  reasonable  to  hold,  that  where  the  statute  4 

& 5 Will.  IV.  ch.  89,  makes  the  failure  to  claim  within  thirty  days 
equivalent  to  condemnation,  it  must  mean  that  the  seizure  must  be  made 
for  some  cause  which  is  at  least  apparently  within  the  acts  of  parliament, 
that  is  for  some  such  cause  as  they  could  be  condemned  for  upon  a trial, 
and  not  for  anything  that  collectors  may  choose  to  imagine  a cause  of 
seizure,  and  moreover  the  notice  of  action  was  within  the  month,  and  gave 
a plain  intimation  that  the  right  to  seize  was  disputed.”  It  is  plain  that 
what  was  determined  in  Lewis  et.  al.  v.  Kirby  cannot  be  applied  to  the 
present  case,  where  the  alleged  ground  of  seizure  was  the  plainest  and 
most  direct  that  could  be  assigned,  viz.,  non-payment  of  duties  imposed 
by  law.  If  in  this  case  the  defendant  had  at  the  trial  insisted  upon  it  as 
his  defence,  that  the  tea,  having  been  seized  for  a cause  of  forfeiture  con- 
tained in  the  statute,  had  been  condemned  by  the  competent  tribunal, 
and  that  therefore  the  legality  of  the  seizure  could  not  be  disputed,  I am 
at  present  of  opinion,  that  he  should  have  been  allowed  to  prevail  upon 
that  ground,  although  the  condemnation  was  for  non-claim  only,  and 
without  a trial.  It  is  reported,  however,  by  the  learned  judge  who  tried 
this  cause,  that  the  defendant  did  not  at  the  trial  insist  on  the  collector’s 
adoption  of  his  act,  as  conclusive  on  the  point  of  his  authority,  and  did 
not  insist  on  the  fact  of  condemnation,  as  disabling  the  plaintiff  from 
maintaining  this  action.  That  being  so,  it  is  clear  that  we  should  not 
allow  him  to  prevail  upon  these  exceptions  taken  afterwards  in  banc,  if 
we  should  think  that  the  verdict  as  it  stands  is  in  accordance  with  the 
justice  of  the  case.  And  in  general,  indeed,  it  is  held  by  the  courts  of 
law  in  England,  that  even  where  there  has  been  a misdirection,  and  no 
point  is  reserved  for  the  court,  the  court  will  not  feel  themselves  com- 
pelled to  set  aside  a verdict,  especially  in  a small  matter,  if  they  see 
that  substantial  justice  has  been  done  between  the  parties;  because  in 
granting  or  refusing  new  trials,  the  court  are  exercising  a power  which  is 
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admitted  to  reside  in  them,  for  the  purpose  of  advancing  the  ends  of 
justice.  This  is  a verdict  for  a small  sum;  the  case  has  been  twice  tried. 
If  this  defendant  had  been  really  a revenue  officer,  acting  under  a respon- 
sibility in  consequence  of  his  station,  we  might  think  it  due  to  him,  and 
due  also  to  the  public,  on  principles  of  sound  policy,  to  take  care  that  he 
received  the  full  benefit  of  all  the  protection  to  which  the  law  of  the  land 
entitled  him,  and  might  on  that  ground  set  aside  this  verdict,  in  order 
that  the  fact  of  the  condemnation  of  the  tea  might  in  another  trial  avail 
him;  but  we  think  it  right  to  consider,  that  this  defendant  has  no  claim 
to  consideration  on  such  grounds;  he  interfered  officiously  without  an  v 
reason  for  suspicion  that  he  has  made  appear  on  either  trial,  acting  as 
it  would  seem  entirely  at  hazard,  and  assuming  that  whatever  tea  was  on 
the  road  from  Bytown  must  be  smuggled.  It  is  ^worn,  too,  that  he  was 
not  very  sober  when  he  made  the  seizure,  and  by  his  own  avowal  in 
writing  he  was  not  confident  that  he  had  any  right  to  act  in  the  matter. 
When  it  is  added  to  these  facts,  what  is  not  denied,  that  in  truth  the  tea 
was  all  the  time  not  liable  to  seizure  on  any  ground,  it  is  plain  that  the 
merits  are  not  with  the  defendant,  and  that  we  shall  best  advance  the 
ends  of  justice  by  refusing  to  set  aside  the  verdict  which  has  a second 
time  been  rendered  for  the  plaintiff. 

Eule  discharged. 


Gunn  v.  Gillespie. 

Where  in  trover  the  defence  is  that  the  property  alleged  to  have  been  converted 
was  purchased  from  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  it  should  be  specially 
pleaded. 

Trover  for  piano-forte.  Plea,  that  before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  to 
wit,  on  ^G.,  and  while  the  plaintift  was  possessed  as  of  his  own  property 
of  the  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  he,  the  plaintiff,  retained  and 
employed  one  Thomas  Greer  as  his  auctioner,  agent  and  broker,  to  sell 
and  dispose  of  the  said  chattels  according  to  the  usual  course  and  custom 
of  business;  and  the  defendant  says,  that  the  said  chattels  remained  in 
the  custody  and  possession  of  the  said  Thomas  Greer,  until  the  said  time 
when,  &c.,  and  that  selling  and  disposing  of  such  chattels,  was  a part  of 
his  ordinary  calling  and  business;  and  the  defendant  further  saith,  that 
before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  to  wit,  on  <fec.,  the  said  chattel  was  sold 
and  delivered  to  him  by  the  said  Thomas  Greer,  so  being  such  auctioneer, 
agent  and  broker  as  aforesaid,  at  and  for  a large  sum  of  money,  to  wit, 
£4:0,  bona  fide  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  and  the  defendant 
therefore  took  the  said  chattel  into  his  own  possession,  and  hath  since  used 
and  dealt  with  it  as  his  own;  which  was  and  is  the  conversion  by  the 
plaintiff  above  complained  of,  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify,  &c.  Special 
demurrer,  because  the  defendant  should  have  simply  denied  that  the 
chattel  was  the  chattel  of  the  plaintiff,  and  not  have  pleaded  an  argumen- 
tative denial  of  the  plaintiff ^s  right  as  set  forth,  in  the  plea. 

H.  Smith,  for  the  demurrer. 

J.  A.  Macdonald,  contra. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — It  was  right  that  the  defendant  claiming  the  property 
in  the  goods,  by  purchase  from  the  plaintiff,  should  plead  that  specially; 
and  he  has  done  it  here,  in  a proper  form. 


Judgment  for  plaintiff. 
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[.  Gumming  v.  Guess  bt  al. 

I In  an  action  brought  by  the  clerk  of  the  commissioners  of  the  Midland  District 
I Turnpike  Trust,  under  3 Vic.,  ch  53,  it  must  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 

f declaration,  that  the  demand  accrued  to  the  commissioners  in  the  course  of 

their  business  as  commissioners. 

I Demurrer.  The  plaintiff  declares  in  assumpsit  as  clerk  of  the  commis- 
sioners of  the  Midland  District  Turnpike  Trust,  according  to  the  force, 

! form,  and  effect  of  a certain  act  of  the  provincial  parliament  of  Upper 
Canada,  passed  in  the  third  year  of  her  Majesty’s  reign,  against  the 
defendants,  as  makers  of  a promissory  note,  whereby  they  jointly  and 
severally  promised  to  pay  to  the  commissioners  of  the  Midland  District 
Turnpike  Trust,  the  sum  of  £100,  six  months  after  date.  And  also  for 
that  whereas  the  defendants  were  indebted  to  the  commissioners  of  the 
Midland  District  Turnpike  Trust  in  £200,  for  money  found  to  be  due 
from  the  defendants  to  the  said  commissioners  of  the  Midland  District 
Turnpike  Trust,  on  an  account  then  stated  between  them.  Breach,  that 
the  defendants  had  not  paid  the  moneys  to  the  commissioners.  Special 
demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  among  various  other  causes,  that  it  did  not 
appear  in  the  declaration  that  the  demand  for  which  the  promissory  note 
was  given,  or  the  account  stated,  accrued  to  the  commissioners  in  the 
course  of  their  business  as  commissioners. 

K.  McKenzie,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  commissioners  have 
no  power  under  the  statute,  to  take  a promissory  note,  or  any  negotiable 
security,  and  the  instrument  is  void  in  itself,  as  being  given  to  persons  in 
a corporate  capacity,  who  had  no  power  to  take  it.  It  does  not  appear 
on  this  declaration  but  that  the  note,  and  the  statement  of  account,  may 
have  been  made  to  the  commissioners  without  any  reference  at  all  to  their 
position  in  respect  to  the  Midland  District  Turnpike  Trust,  and  if  so 
their  clerk  clearly  could  not  sue  upon  it.  It  should  have  been  shewn  on 
the  pleadings,  that  the  debt  accrued  to  them  in  the  transaction  of  their 
business  as  commissioners  ; and  as  it  has  not  been  so  shewn,  the  defen- 
dants are  entitled  to  judgment. 

y.  A.  Macdonald y for  the  plaintiff.  There  is  nothing  whatever  con- 
tained in  the  statute  that  can  be  held  to  prevent  the  commissioners  from 
taking  a promissory  note.  There  are  various  means  by  which  parties  may 
become  indebted  to  them ; and  if  they  do  become  indebted,  then  there  is 
nothing  to  prevent  their  settling  the  debt  as  they  please.  It  ought  not 
to  be  presumed  that  the  debt  sued  for  here,  has  been  contracted  other- 
wise than  with  them  as  commissioners.  They  sue  in  the  name  of  their 
clerk,  and  they  claim  the  payment  to  the  commissioners.  It  should  be 
assumed  that  the  cause  of  action  has  accrued  to  them  as  commissioners, 
and  that  they  are  now  suing  in  the  execution  of  their  trust. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  commissioners 
acting  under  the  statute  may  not  take  a promissory  note  for  a debt  due 
to  them  in  the  transaction  of  their  proper  business  as  commissioners. 
There  are  various  ways  by  which,  under  the  express  provisions  of  the 
statute,  debts  may  become  due  to  them,  without  their  departing  from  their 
line  of  duty  by  giving  credit  where  they  ought  not ; as,  for  instance,  where 
parties  have  to  pay  costs  for  a groundless  claim  to  more  damages  than 
have  been  offered  to  them  ; and  I find,  on  reading  the  statute,  that  people 
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may  become  indebted  to  the  commissioners  on  various  accounts ; and 
considering  how  commonly  bills  and  notes  are  made  the  medium  of  transac- 
tions, especially  in  buying  and  selling,  it  would  be  subjecting  the  public  to 
great  disadvantages,  if  commissioners  appointed  for  such  purposes  could 
not  liquidate  their  transactions  by  taking  promissory  notes^  and  avail 
themselves  by  the  same  means  of  the  additional  security  of  third  parties. 
Whether  they  would  not  render  themselves  liable  to  the  public  for  any 
claim,  for  which  they  may  have  thus  given  credit,  on  taking  such  securi- 
ties, is  another  question.  But  to  hold  the  note  to  be  absolutely  void,  is 
more  than  we  can  do  without  seeing  some  decision  in  which  it  has  been 
so  held  in  a parallel  case,  and  none  such  has  been  cited  in^the  argument. 
But  on  the  other  hand,  though  we  are  not  at  present  incliimd  to  hold  that 
the  commissioners,  in  the  execution  of  their  duty,  may  not  take  a promis- 
sory note,  yet  in  order  to  make  such  note  valid,  and  to  make  any  other 
debt  alleged  to  be  contracted  with  them  binding,  so  that  it  may  be  sued 
for  in  the  name  gf  their  clerk,  under  the  seventeenth  clause  of  the  act 
3 Yic.,  ch.  53,  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the 
declaration  that  the  demand  accrued  to  them  in  the  course  of  their 
business  as  commissioners,  and  we  think  that  both  counts  of  this  declara- 
tion are  bad  for  the  want  of  that  being  shewn. 

Leave  to  plaintiff  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs 
otherwise  judgment  for  defendants. 


Commercial  Bank  v.  Johnston. 

On  a note  payable  at  a particular  place,  without  the  words  “ and  not  elsewhere  ” 
it  is  sufficient  to  charge  the  indorser  to  present  it  either  at  the  place  named, 
or  to  the  maker  himself,  and  a plea  of  time  given  to  the  maker  of  a note  in 
an  action  against  the  indorser,  is  bad  unless  it  expressly  shews,  that  when  the 
time  was  given  the  plaintiff  was  the  holder  of  the  note. 

Demurrer.  The  plaintiffs  sue  as  indorsees  of  a promissory  note  made 
by  one  McTaggart,  payable  to  the  defendant  or  order  three  months 
after  date,  for  85/.  The  defendant  pleads  two  pleas  : 1st,  that  the  pro- 
missory note  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  payable  at  a particular 
place,  that  is  to  say,  at  the  Commercial  Bank  of  the  Midland  District  at 
By  town,  and  that  it  was  not  duly  presented  there  when  it  became  due 
according  to  its  tenor  and  effect.  Verification.  2nd,  That  after  that 
note  became  due,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  plaintiffs  without  the  knowledge 
or  assent  of  the  defendant,  for  a good  consideration,  did  forbear  and  give 
time  to  McTaggart  for  one  month  for  payment  of  the  note.  Special 
demurrer  to  1st  plea,  because  it  amounts  to  a denial  of  making  the  note 
and  that  it  sets  up  a different  contract  from  that  set  out  in  the  declaration^ 
and  concludes  with  a verification,  instead  of  to  the  country.  To  2nd  plea  * 
because  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  holders  of  the  note  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  forbearance,  and  that  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  for- 
bearance was  given  before  action  brought.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

A.  Wilson,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  first  plea  is  bad,  because 
it  merely  sets  up  a variance  in  the  contract,  which  if  material,  should  have 
been  denied  by  the  proper  plea  given  under  the  new  rules  ; as  the  note 
would  not  then  have  been  the  note  indorsed  by  the  defendant. Whitta- 
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ker  V.  Mason,  (a)  and  Nash  v.  Breeze,  {h)  Then  if  the  plea  be  good  as 
a denial,  it  should  have  concluded  to  the  country,  and  not  with  a veri- 
fication. (c)  The  other  plea  is  also  bad,  because  merely  stating  that 
time  was  given  to  the  maker  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
indorser,  is  not  sufficient  to  discharge  the  endorser  ; because  it  neither 
appears  that  the  party  giving  the  time  was  an  interested  party,  nor  that 
the  time  was  given  when  he  could  be  prejudiced  by  it,  viz.,  before  action 
brought. — Phillpott  v.  Bryant,  {d)  Bray  v.  Manson,  (e)  Pike  v. 
Sweet.  (/) 

Eceies,  for  defendant. — The  defendant  in  the  first  plea  makes  no  ex- 
ception to  the  contract  set  up  by  the  plaintiff’s  declaration,  he  only 
shews  that  the  eftect  of  the  contract  is  different  from  what  the  plaintiffs 
make  it  appear  to  be ; and  in  that  it  cannot  be  held  that  any  variance  is 
set  up  as  a ground  of  defence.  If  the  defendant  were  not  allowed  to 
avail  himself  of  the  objection  in  this  way,  there  is  no  other  way  in 
which  he  could  raise  it. — Lyon  v.  Walls,  {g)  The  plea  properly  con- 
cludes with  a verification.  As  to  the  other  plea  : the  plaintiffs  shew  in 
their  declaration,  that  they  are  the  holders  of  the  note  ; and  as  it  is  al- 
leged that  the  time  was  given  after  the  note  became  due,  it  must  be 
presumed  that  they  were  then  the  holders,  and  not  that  they  received 
the  note  after  it  became  due.  It  is  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  agreed  to 
give  the  time  stated ; and  if  they  did,  whether  they  were  then  the 
holders  or  not,  they  are  bound  by  that  agreement,  as  they  are  now 
suing  on  the  note. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — The  first  plea  no  doubt  is  bad,  for  if  the  undertaking 
to  pay  it  at  a particular  place  can  be  regarded  as  a contract  different  in 
effect  from  an  undertaking  to  pay  generally,  then  the  variance  would  be 
fatal  j and  the  defendant  should  have  denied  the  indorsing  of  such  a 
note  as  that  set  out,  instead  of  pleading  indirectly  what  amounts  to  the 
general  issue.  But  the  greater  fault  of  the  plea  is,  that  it  is  no  defence  ; 
for  under  our  statute,  the  making  a note  payable  at  a particular  place, 
without  adding  the  words  “ and  not  elsewhere,”  is  the  same  in  effect  as 
making  it  payable  generally  j and  there  is  no  necessity  to  present  it  at  the 
place  named  in  order  to  charge  the  indorser.  A presentment  there 
would  be  sufficient,  whether  the  maker  was  to  be  found  or  not ; but  a 
presentment  to  the  maker  at  any  place  is  all  that  is  required  in  order  to 
charge  the  indorser  ; and  such  a presentment  is  sufficiently  aversed  in 
this  declaration,  by  stating  that  the  note  was  duly  presented.  The  other 
plea  sets  up  the  discharge  of  the  defendant  as  indorser,  by  reason  of 
time  being  given  to  the  maker  of  the  note  by  the  plaintiffs  ; and  it  is 
objected  that  the  plea  should  have  stated  expressly  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  the  holders  of  the  note  at  the  time  when  they  granted  the  indul- 
gence, and  also  that  the  indulgence  was  granted  before  action  brought 
against  the  indorser.  As  it  is  now  necessary  to  plead  this  defence 
specially,  it  must  be  shewn  by  the  plea  that  all  those  circumstances  con- 
curred which  by  law  are  necessary  for  making  the  alleged  forbearance  a 
discharge  of  the  indorser.  It  does  not,  I think,  sufficiently  appear  by 
this  plea  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  holders  of  the  note  when  they 
made  the  agreement  to  forbear.  The  defendant  relies  on  the  statement 
in  the  declaration  respecting  the  indorsement  to  the  plaintiffs,  by  which 

(a)  2 Bing.  N.  C.  359.  (6)  ii  M.  & W.  352,  {c)  i Saund,  326,  n.  ii 

(V)  4 Bing.  717.  (^)  8 M.  & W.  668.  (/)  i B.  & L.  159.  (^)  9 Bing.  660. 
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he  says  it  appears  that  the  note  became  theirs  on  the  same  day  on  which 
it  was  made,  but  that  statement  will  not  support  the  plea.  Supposing 
then  to  mean  certainly  on  the  same  day  the  note  was  made,  yet  the 
plaintiffs  are  not  held  to  that  statement  of  time  on  the  trial,  but  might 
vary  from  it,  and  shew  the  note  endorsed  on  any  other  day,  which 
might  not  be  until  after  the  alleged  forbearance  ; and  therefore  to  make 
the  averment  sufficient  it  should  have  been  stated  directly,  that  while 
they  were  holders  of  the  note,  they  gave  time  ; for  it  has  been  always 
held  that  the  giving  time  must  be  by  some  party  interested  in  the  note. 
It  seems  also  necessary  that  such  a plea  should  state-that  the  forbear- 
ance was  given  before  the  action  against  the  indorser  was  brought,  (a) 
or  before  notice  of  non-payment  given  to  the  indorser ; but  on  that 
point  the  law  seems  not  clearly  settled,  and  the  cases  are  inconsistent. 
It  is  on  the  first  ground  that  we  consider  this  plea  bad. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 

Bernard  v.  Strachan. 

Where  a cause  in  which  there  are  several  issues  joined  is  referred  to  arbitration, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event,  and  the  arbitrators  award  a certain  sum  to  the 
plaintiff,  without  saying  anything  about  the  issues,  which  are  not  necessarily 
from  their  nature  determined  by  the  award  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  the  award 
cannot  be  supported. 

Demurrer.  The  plaintiff  declares  in  debt  on  award.  “ For  that 
whereas  divers  disputes,  controversies  and  differences  having  arisen  and 
been  depending,  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  of  and  con- 
cerning divers  trespasses  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  the  defend- 
ant on  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  12th  day  of 
June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1843,  commenced  an  action  at  law  in  her 
Majesty’s  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  at  Toronto,  against  the  defendant, 
for  the  recovery  from  him  of  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  on  occa- 
sion  of  the  said  trespass ; and  which  said  action  or  suit,  at  the  time  of 
making  the  order  hereinafter  mentioned,  waspending  and  undetermined  ; 
and  thereupon  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  day  of  March,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1844,  by  an  order  of  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Macaulay,  then 
being  one  of  the  justices  of  the  said  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench,  made  in 
the  said  action,  dated  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  it  was  amongst 
other  things  ordered,  with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
their  counsel  andattornies,  that  all  matters  in  difference  in  the  said  suit 
between  the  said  parties  thereto,  should  he  referred  to  the  award,  order, 
arbitrament,  final  end  and  determination  of  John  Crawford  and  Thomas 
Ewart,  Esquires,  so  as  the  said  arbitrators  should  make  their  award  in 
writing,  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  parties  on  or  before  the  9th 
day  of  June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1844,  and  that  the  costs  of  the 
said  cause,  as  well  as  the  costs  of  the  said  reference,  should  abide  the 
event  of  the  said  award  so  to  be  made  as  aforesaid  ] and  that  the 
said  parties  did  and  should  perform,’  fulfil  and  keep  the  said  award 
as  therein  directed,  and  that  neither  of  the  said  parties  should 
prosecute  or  bring  any  action  or  suit  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity, 
against  the  said  arbitrators,  nor  bring,  nor  prefer  any  bill  in  equity 


{a)  Bayley  on  Bills,  294  ; 1 B.  & P.  652 ; 2 Chit.  Bep.  125. 


BERNARD  V.  STRACHAN. 


129 


against  each  other.  And  the  plaintiff  farther  saith,  that  by  an  order  of 
the  said  court,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  day  of  June,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1844,  the  time  for  making  the  said  award,  was  duly  enlarged 
until  the  3rd  day  of  July  then  next,  to  wit,  the  3rd  day  of  July  in  the 
year  last  aforesaid,  as  by  such  order,  reference  being  thereunto  had,  will 
more  fully  appear.  And  the  plaintiff  in  fact  says,  that  afterwards,  and 
before  the  expiration  of  the  said  enlarged  time  for  making  the  said  award, 
to  wit,  on  the  3rd  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1844,  the  said 
John  Crawford  and  Thomas  Ewart,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  orders,  did 
make  and  publish  their  award,  arbitrament,  final  end  and  determination, 
in  writing,  of  and  concerning  the  said  premises,  ready  to  be  delivered  to 
the  said  parties  in  difference,  or  such  of  them  as  should  require  the  same, 
and  bearing  date  heretofore,  to  wit,  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and 
did  thereby  award,  order  and  direct,  that  the  said  defendant  should  well 
and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  plaintiff  the  sum  of  25L, 
to  wit,  of  lawful  money  of  Canada,  being  the  damages  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff  in  the  said  action  as  aforesaid ; and  the  said  arbitrators  did 
thereby  award,  order  and  determine,  that  the  costs  of  the  said  reference 
and  of  that  their  award,  should  be  borne,  paid  for  and  sustained  by  the 
defendant ; of  which  said  award,  the  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  had  notice.  And  the  plaintiff  further  saith, 
that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  5th  day  of  March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1845,  it  was  duly  ordered  by  the  said  court,  that  the  first  mentioned  order 
of  the  Hon.  J ustice  Macaulay,  should  be  entered  and  made  a rule  of  the 
said  court.  And  the  plaintiff  farther  saith,  that  the  costs  of  the  said 
action,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  were  duly 
taxed  at  a large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  36L  18s.  9rf. ; of  all 
which  said  premises  the  defendant  afterwards,to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
aforesaid  had  notice.  Yet  the  defendant  did  not,  nor  would,  although 
often  requested  so  to  do,  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  25/,  in  the  said 
award  mentioned,  and  the  said  sum  of  36Z.  18s.  9c/.,  or  any  part  thereof, 
but  hath  hitherto  wholly  neglected  and  refused,  and  still  neglects  and 
refuses  so  to  do  : which  said  several  monies  were  to  be  respectively  paid 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  on  request ; whereby  and  by  reason  of 
the  non-payment  of  the  said  several  monies  respectively,  making  together 
the  sum  above  demanded,  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  plaintiff.”  The 
defendant  pleads  that  the  said  action  in  her  Majesty’s  Court  of  Queen’s 
Bench  at  Toronto,in  the  declaration  and  order  of  reference  mentioned,  was 
a certain  action  in  which  certain  issues  hereinafter  mentioned  had  before 
the  making  of  the  said  order  of  reference  been  therein  joined  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  and  which  said  issues  before,  and  at 
time  of  the  making  of  the  said  order  of  reference,  stood  for  trial  by  a 
Jury  of  the  Home  District,  upon  the  pleadings  of  the  plaintiff  and 
defendants  as  follows.  The  plea  then  set  out  the  pleadings  in  the  former 
action,  which  was  for  assault,  battery,  and  a rending  and  tearing  clothes, 
in  the  first  count,  and  a common  assault  in  the  second  count ; to  the 
first  of  which  the  defendant  pleaded  son  assault  demesne^  and  not  guilty 
to  the  second ; upon  both  of  which  the  plaintiff  took  issue.  The  plea 
then  proceeded  : “ And  the  defendant  further  says  that  he  had  as 

aforesaid  pleaded  and  rejoined,  and  that  the  said  issues  had  been 
Joined  as  aforesaid  in  the  said  action  in  the  said  Court  of  Queen’s 
9 U.  C.  Q.  B.  2. 
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Bench  at  Toronto,  before  the  making  of  the  said  order  of  reference,  and 
that  the  said  issues  were  matters  by  the  said  order  of  reference  referred, 
and  were  matters  to  be  awarded  and  decided  upon  by  the  said  arbitra- 
tors uuder  the  said  order  of  reference  and  submission,  and  were  matters 
in  difference  submitted  to  the  said  arbitrators  ; and  the  defendant  says, 
that  the  said  award  in  the  declaration  in  this  suit  mentioned  and  set  forth, 
is  the  only  award  ever  made  in  or  of  and  concerning  the  premises  above 
referred,  or  any  of  them,  and  that  there  never  was  any  other  award  made 
of  or  concerning  the  premises  ; and  that  the  said  arbitrators  did  not  ever 
decide  or  arbitrate,  or  in  any  manner  adjudicate  or  award  on  the  said 
issues  or  either  of  them,  except  as  in  the  declaration  in  this  cause  in  that 
behalf  mentioned,  which  said  declaration  states  and  sets  forth  the  whole 
of  the  material  and  operative  part  of  the  said  award,  which  is  not  in  any 
wise  affected,  altered  or  varied  by  any  other  part  thereof.  By  which  said 
several  premises  in  this  plea  mentioned,  the  said  award  in  the  declaration 
mentioned  was  and  is  uncertain  and  not  final,  and  was  and  is  wholly  void 
and  of  no  effect,  and  this  the  defendant  is  ready  to  verify.”  The  plaintiff 
replied  to  this  plea  : “And  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  plea  of  the  defendant 
by  him  firstly  above  pleaded  saith,  that  the  said  issues  as  in  the  said  first 
plea  mentioned,  were  not  either  of  them  matters  or  matter  by  the  order 
of  reference  referred,  or  to  be  decided  or  awarded  upon,  or  submitted  to 
the  said  arbitrators,  except  or  otherwise  than  by  the  said  reference  of  the 
said  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned  ; and  the  plaintiff  saith  that  the 
said  arbitrators  were  not,  nor  was  any  of  them,  at  any  time  during  the 
said  reference  required  or  requested  by  the  defendant  to  decide,  arbi- 
trate,adjudicateor  award  specifically  on  the  said  issues  in  the  said  plea  men- 
tioned, or  either  of  them,  and  this  the  plaintiff  is  ready  to  verify.”  To  this 
replication  the  defendant  demurred  specially,  assigning  for  causes  : “ that 
the  said  replication  neither  traverses  or  denies, confesses  or  avoids  the  said 
first  plea  ; and  that  the  said  replication  is  argumentative,  hypothetical 
and  uncertain,  and  that  it  does  not  appear  in  and  by  the  same  replication 
whether  the  plaintiff  means  to  assert  or  deny  that  the  said  issues  were 
matters  referred  by  the  said  agreement  of  reference.  And  that  if  it  is 
meant  thereby,  that  the  same  issues  be  on  matters  not  referred  as  alleged 
in  the  said  first  plea,  then  that  such  allegation  in  that  plea  should  have 
been  traversed  by  the  said  replication,  with  a conclusion  to  the  country  ; 
and  that  if  it  is  meant  that  the  said  issues,  were  matters  referred,  then  the 
plaintiff  hath  not  in  any  wise  answered  the  said  first  plea ; and  for  that  it 
is  quite  immaterial  whether  the  said  arbitrators  were  or  were  not  requested 
to  make  any  award  concerning  the  said  issues,  inasmuch  as  the  said  arbi- 
trators were  bound  to  determine  on  all  things  in  respect  of  the  said  action, 
in  order  to  a legal  and  final  determination  of  the  same  which  could  not 
be  affected  without  specific  directions  as  to  the  said  issues  raised  in  the 
said  action.  And  for  that  it  does  not  appear  from  the  said  replication,  or 
from  any  of  the  pleadings  in  this  cause,  that  the  said  arbitrators  were  only 
bound  to  determine  upon  the  said  issues  if  requested  so  to  do ; and  it  is 
admitted,  and  not  denied,  by  the  said  replication,  that  there  were  such 
issues  as  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  and  that  the  same  were  referred  to 
the  said  arbitrators  in  the  reference  of  the  said  action.  And  for  that  the 
said  replication  is  double,  in  first  denying  that  the  issues  were  not  matters 
referred,  except  as  therein  mentioned ; and  then  in  stating  that  no  such 
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request  ae  therein  mentioned  had  been  made ; thus  seeking  to  take  advan- 
tage of  two  grounds  of  defence. 

J.  Hillyard  Gamerorij  in  support  of  the  demurrer.— The  difficulty  that 
appears  in  this  case,  has  arisen  from  the  necessity  of  distributing  the  costs 
of  the  several  issues  in  a cause,  under  the  new  rules.  Here  the  plaintiff 
declares  on  an  award,  made  in  a cause  in  which  there  were  several  issues, 
and  in  which  according  to  the  terms  of  the  order  of  reference,  the  costs  of 
the  suit  were  to  “abide  the  event by  which  is  meant  the  legal  event  of  the 
cause ; and  the  award  cannnot  be  final,  until  the  event  is  certainly  shewn. 
Here  there  are  pleas  of  son  assault  demesne  to  one  count,  and  not  guilty 
to  another,  in  an  action  of  assault  and  battery,  and  the  arbitrators  award 
2bL  to  the  plaintiff,  as  the  damages  which  he  is  entitled  to  recover ; but 
that  award  does  not  dispose  of  the  special  plea,  which  quite  consistently 
with  it  might  have  been  disposed  of  by  the  arbitrator  in  favour  of  the 
defendant.  There  are  numerous  decisions  in  England  since  the  new 
rules,  shewing  the  necessity  for  a distinct  disposal  of  all  the  issues  j but 
although  there  were  at  first  conflicting  opinions  expressed  by  the  judges 
of  the  different  courts  upon  the  point,  they  now  seem  all  to  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  under  a reference  like  that  in  this  case,  it  is  necessary 
that  the  arbitrators  should  dispose  of  each  issue  specifically.  The  latest 
cases  on  the  subject,  in  which  most  of  the  earlier  cases  are  reviewed,  are 
Pearson  v. Archbold, (a)Morgan  v.Thomas,(&)  and  Stonehewer  v.  Earrar.(c) 

J.  Duggan,  for  the  plaintiff.. — The  award  in  this  case  was  drawn  up 
in  the  manner  in  which  awards  have  been  usually  drawn  up  under  similar 
orders  of  reference,  and  if  the  objections  urged  against  it  by  the  defen- 
dant’s counsel  are  supported  by  the  court,  it  will  be  almost  impossible 
hereafter  to  have  any  case  properly  decided  by  arbitration,  unless  one  of 
the  arbitrators,  be  a legal  man.  But  if  the  court  should  feel  obliged  to 
carry  out  here  the  decisons  which  have  been  come  to  upon  this  point  in 
England,  the  plaintiff  contends  that  in  this  case  the  issues  are  sufficiently 
disposed  of  by  the  finding  of  the  arbitrators.  They  give  25Z.  damages  to 
the  plaintiff,  they  must  therefore  have  decided  that  the  defendant  was 
guilty  of  the  acts  charged  ; and  as  they  have  said  nothing  as  to  his  special 
plea;  it  ought  to  be  presumed,  that  that  was  also  decided  against  him,  or 
the  arbitrators  would  not  have  given  the  plaintiff  so  large  an  amount  of 
damages. 

Eobinson,  C.  j. — It  seems  to  be  an  inconvenience  consequent  upon  the 
new  rule,  which  provides  that  each  party  shall  pay  the  costs  of  all  issues 
found  against  him,  that  when  a cause  is  referred  to  arbitration,  on  the 
terms  that  the  costs  shall  abide  the  event,  the  award  must  dispose  of  the 
several  issues  specifically,  or  it  will  not  be  final,  on  account  of  its  leaving 
it  uncertain  who  shall  pay  the  costs  on  each  of  the  issues.  The  issue  on 
the  plea  of  son  assault  demesne,  cannot  be  said  to  have  been  determined  by 
the  award,  at  least  we  cannot  hold  it  so,  consistently  with  several  late 
decisions  in  England.  The  plaintiff’s  replication  is  bad  also  in  point  of 
form,  in  asserting  that  the  issues  in  the  cause  were  not  referred  otherwise 
than  by  the  rule  of  reference  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  without 
saying  expressly  whether  they  were  by  such  reference  submitted  or  not ; 

(a)  11  M.  & W.  477.  (b)  9 Jurist  92. 

(cj  9 Jurist  203;  1 Verulam  Eep.  P.  C.  154. 
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and  it  is  double  in  resting  partly  on  the  defence  that  the  issues  were  not 
referred,  leaving  that  to  the  court  to  determine,  as  a matter  of  construc- 
tion on  the  reference  set  out,  and  partly  upon  the  alleged  fact  that  the 
arbitrators  were  not  requested  to  award  upon  the  issues,  which  it  has 
been  expressly  decided  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  they  should  be.  It  is 
repugnant  too,  in  denying  that  the  issues  were  referred.  As  regards  the 
ground  that  the  award  sued  on  is  not  final,  and  is  therefore  void,  we  could 
not  decide  in  favor  of  the  award,  without  acting  in  opposition  to  decisions 
made  in  the  several  courts  in  England  upon  the  same  point.  It  is  to  be 
regretted,  I think,  that  the  judges  did  not  feel  themselves  at  liberty  to 
determine  that  the  words  “shall  abide  the  event  of  the  cause,”  when  used 
in  a submission,  should  be  considered  to  mean  that  the  whole  costs  of  the 
cause  shall  abide  the  substantial  event;  that  is,  according  as  the  one 
party  or  the  other  prevails,  and  not  the  event  as  applied  to  each  issue ; 
which  makes  it  necessary  that  arbitrators,  who  in  general  know  little  or 
nothing  of  the  technicality  of  pleadings,  should  dispose  formally  of  the 
several  issues,  as  is  supposed  to  be  done  upon  trial  at  nisi  prius,  though 
it  is  very  frequently  omitted  even  there.  The  courts  in  England  have 
manifestly  had  great  reluctance  in  bringing  themselves  to  take  the  view 
which  they  have  done  of  this  question,  being  sensible  of  the  vexatious 
consequences  which  it  will  probably  lead  to,  but  in  a very  late  case, 
referred  to  in  the  argument,  in  which  the  former  conflicting  decisions 
were  cited  and  remarked  upon,  the  point  seems  to  have  been  considered 
settled  so  far  as  the  courts  are  concerned,  and  indeed  that  case  only  con- 
firmed several  of  the  latest  determinations.  We  can  assign  no  peculiar 
difference  in  the  terms  of  the  question,  as  presented  in  this  country,  by 
which  we  could  support  a different  decision,  and  we  therefore  think  it 
right  to  abide  by  the  English  cases. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 


Frazer  v.  Bacon. 

To  debt  on  judgment,  it  is  a good  plea  in  bar  that  the  plaintiff  arrested  the 
defendant  on  a writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  and  afterwards  consented  to 
his  discharge. 

Debt  on  judgment  of  the  Johnstown  District  Court,  for  34^.  4s.  9cZ. 
Plea,  that  after  the  recovery  of  the  judgment,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  the  plaintiff  issued  a writ  of  ca.  sa.  upon  the  judg- 
ment, upon  which  the  defendant  was  arrested  and  kept  in  custody  under 
the  writ,  until  he  afterwards  went  at  large  from  such  custody  by  and  with 
the  consent  of  the  plaintiff.  Demurrer  and  joinder. 

Crawford,  for  plaintiff. 

Phillyotts,  for  defendant. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  defendant  is  in  our  opinion  entitled  to  judg- 
ment on  his  plea. — Yigers  v.  Caldwell,  {a)  The  taking  the  defendant  on 
a ca.  sa.  on  the  former  judgment  was  a satisfaction,  when  he  did  not  die 
in  custody,  or  escape.  The  plaintiff  admits  by  his  demurrer  that  he  con- 
sented to  his  discharge,  and  he  can  therefore  take  no  further  steps  on  the 
judgment. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 


(a)  4 Burr.  2482. 
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Donaghy  V.  Moodib. 

In  an  action  on  the  case  against  a sheriff,  for  an  escape  from  mesne  process 
issued  from  a District  Court,  it  is  sufficient  if  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
declaration,  that  the  amount  for  which  the  writ  issued  is  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  without  any  allegation  that  the  cause  of  action  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  ; and  it  is  not  necessary  in  such  a declaration  to  allege  that  there 
was  any  affidavit  of  debt  to  warrant  the  issuing  of  the  writ. 

Case  against  the  sheriff  of  the  Victoria  district,  for  a false  return  to  a 
writ  of  mesne  process  issued  against  one  John  Powers,  from  the  Victoria 
District  Court.  The  plaintiff  alleged  in  the  declaration,  that  Powers 
being  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  a large  sum  above  10^.,  to  wit,  14Z.  8s.  4d.y 
the  plaintiff  issued  a writ  of  ca.  re.  against  him,  indorsed  for  14Z.  8s.  4d, 
upon  which  the  defendant  arrested  him,  and  afterwards  suffered  him  to 
escape.  To  this  the  defendant  demurred,  assigning  for  cause,  that  the 
debt  was  not  averred  to  he  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  that 
it  was  not  alleged  that  there  was  any  affidavit  of  debt  filed  to  warrant  the 
writ.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

John  Ross,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  declaration  is  insufficient, 
because  being  founded  on  a writ  issued  from  a court  of  inferior  jurisdic- 
tion, it  should  have  shown  that  the  cause  of  action  was  within  the  juris- 
diction.— Eead  v.  Pope,  (a)  It  should  have  also  appeared  for  the  same 
reason,  that  there  was  an  affidavit  of  debt  upon  which  the  writ  issued. 

Myers,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended,  that  it  sufficiently  appeared  upon  the 
face  of  the  declaration  that  the  cause  of  action  was  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  District  Court,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  it  should  be 
alleged  that  there  was  any  affidavit  of  debt  filed. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  think  the  authorities  do  not  show  it  to  be  neces- 
sary in  an  action  against  a sheriff,  for  an  escape  of  one  in  custody  on 
mesne  process  from  an  inferior  court,  to  allege  that  the  action  arose  within 
the  jurisdiction,  (b)  If  it  be  not  within  the  jurisdiction,  it  would  be 
matter  of  defence ; and  so,  if  it  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  declaration, 
to  be  without  the  jurisdiction,  the  declaration  would  be  bad  ; but  all  that 
does  appear  is  to  the  contrary.  The  District  Court  is  a court  of  record, 
although  an  inferior  court.  It  is  not  limited  in  its  jurisdiction,  by  the 
residence  of  the  parties,  or  by  the  place  in  which  the  cause  of  action  (being 
transitory)  arose,  as  is  the  case  generally  with  inferior  courts  in  England, 
upon  which  limitations  most  of  the  cases  on  this  point  have  turned.  The 
District  Court  here  is  limited  in  its  jurisdiction  by  the  description  and 
amount  of  the  cause  of  action  ; and  both  those  are  so  stated  here  as  to 
support  the  declaration,  It  is  described  as  a debt  above  10?.,  and  under 
15?.,  and  the  indorsement  on  the  writ  shews  that  it  was  under  15?. 

Vail  v.  Elood. 

Where  in  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  and  cutting  and  taking  away  timber, 
the  defendant  pleaded  payment  of  £io  into  court,  and  no  damages  ultra,  on 
which  the  plaintiff  took  issue,  and  the  jury  found  a verdict  for  the  plaintift  for 
£6o,  on  conflicting  evidence,  the  court  refused  to  grant  a new  trial. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  and  cutting  and 
taking  away  timber.  The  defendant  paid  £10  into  court,  and  pleaded 
(a)  I C.  M.  & K.  302. 

{I?)  8 T.  R,  127  ; II  Mod.  54 ; Cowper  20  ; i Salk.  201  ; 2 Mod.  195. 
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that  the  plaintiff  sustained  no  greater  amount  of  damage.  The  plaintiff 
replied  that  he  had  sustained  greater  damage.  The  jury  having  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  £60. 

R.  0.  Dvggan,  for  the  defendant,  moved  for  a new  trial  for  excessive 
damages,  and  on  affidavits,  on  payment  of  costs. 

Vankoughnet  shewed  cause.  ^ 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  affidavits  regard  only  the  amount  of  damages, 
which  it  is  complained  are  excessive,  and  indeed,  the  statements  contained 
in  them,  as  well  as  the  evidence  given  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  at 
the  trial,  tend  strongly  to  show  that  the  jury,  in  giving  £60  as  the  value 
of  the  trees  cut  or  taken  away  by  the  defendant,  (in  addition  to  the  £10 
paid  into  court),  have  taken  rather  an  extreme  view  of  the  case,  in  the 
plaintiff’s  favour;  but  on  the  other  hand,  the  jury  may  have  been  of 
opinion,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  defendant  acted  wilfully  in  cutting 
over  the  plaintiff’s  land  and  taking  the  most  valuable  timber,  after  he 
knew  that  the  plaintiff  was  resolved  not  to  part  with  it ; and,  considering 
that  the  amount  of  the  verdict  is  not  more  than  £60,  and  that  more  than 
one  unimpeached  witness,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  estimated  the 
damage  at  even  a greater  sum  than  the  jury  have  given,  we  feel  that  we 
cannot  properly  grant  a new  trial. 

Eule  discharged. 


Aitkin  v.  Malcolm. 

Where  in  assumpsit  for  work,  labour  and  materials,  in  building  part  of  a house, 
with  the  general  issue  pleaded,  it  appeared  at  the  trial  that  the  work  had  been 
done  under  a special  agreement,  the  terms  of  which  had  not  been  complied 
with,  but  that  the  defendant  had  had  the  work  valued  at  a certain  sum,  having 
sold  the  property,  and  the  plaintiff  then  left  the  work,  and  brought  his  action  : 
Held,  that  the  action  was  well  brought  on  the  common  counts. 

Assumpsit  on  the  common  counts.  Elea,  general  issue.  This  was  an 
action  for  work  and  labour,  and  materials  found.  The  plaintiff  and 
defendant  had  entered  into  a written  agreement  respecting  the  building  of 
a house,  by  which  the  defendant  was  to  pay  certain  prices  for  the  mason 
work  and  materials  ; £20  to  be  paid  when  the  wails  were  three  feet  above 
the  ground,  and  the  rest  by  instalments — half  when  the  work  should  be 
done,  and  half  in  three  months  afterwards.  The  plaintiff  showed  that  he 
had  gone  on  with  the  work  till  the  walls  were  ready  for  the  joists,  which 
it  rested  with  the  defendant  to  furnish:  he  did  not  furnish  them,but  said 
he  had  changed  his  mind  and  sold  the  property,  and  the  plaintiff  conse- 
quently quitted  the  work.  The  plaintiff  and  defendant  afterwards 
employed  a person  to  value  the  work  and  materials,  and  they  were 
appraised  at  38Z.  195.  l\d.  The  defendant  objected  at  the  trial  that  the 
plaintiff  should  have  sued  on  the  special  agreement,  and  moved  for  a non- 
suit, but  the  learned  judge  directed  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  The  jury 
gave  a verdict  for  the  38?.  195.  'l\d. 

Adam  Wilson,  for  the  defendant,  moved  for  a nonsuit,  which  could  not 
be  ordered,  as  no  leave  appeared  to  have  been  reserved ; he  urged  how- 
ever, that  a new  trial  should  be  granted  on  the  same  ground,  although  he 
did  not  move  for  it,  being  under  the  impression  that  leave  had  been 
reserved  to  him  to  move  for  a nonsuit. 

Eimrt  shewed  cause. 
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Eobinson,  C.  J. — Independently  of  any  difficulty  on  account  of  this 
misunderstanding,  we  think  we  ought  not  to  set  aside  this  verdict,  which 
is|in  accordance  with  the  justice  of  the  case.  There  was  no  necessity,  in 
our  opinion,  for  declaring  on  the  written  agreement ; indeed  the  plaintiff 
could  not  have  sued  upon  it,  for  he  had  not  completed  the  work  accord- 
ing to  its  terms.  The  objection  which  should  rather  have  been  urged  was, 
that  the  action  could  not  be  brought  for  any  part  of  the  work  done,  till 
the  walls  had  been  carried  three  feet  above  the  ground  ; because,  by  the 
agreement,  no  money  was  to  be  paid  till  then ; and  it  was  proved  that 
when  the  plaintiff  left  the  work,  the  walls  were  not  more  than  two  feet 
nine  inches  above  the  ground.  But,  clearly,  this  stipulation  as  to  time 
of  payment  was  at  an  end  when  the  "defendant,  to  suit  his  own  purposes, 
disabled  the  plaintiff  from  going  on  with  the  work,  and  indeed  desired  to 
have  nothing  more  done,  and  concurred  in  having  what  had  been  done 
valued,  with  a view  to  a settlement. 

Eule  discharged. 


Mead  & Mead  v.  Hamilton,  Sheriff  of  London. 

Where  in  case  against  a sherifl  for  a false  return  to  a writ  against  goods,  a letter 
was  put  in  from  the  sheriff  to  the  plaintiffs’  attorney,  saying  that  he  levied 
under  the  execution  on  goods  claimed  by  others,  and  that  he  had  in  conse- 
quence compromised  and  agreed  to  secure  the  amount  of  the  excution  in  two 
instalments  at  early  dates,  but  the  sheriff  afterwards  returned  no  goods  ; and, 
on  the  trial,  the  execution  debtor  and  her  son-in-law  proved  that  the  property 
had  been  transferred  to  the  son-in-law,  but  remained  in  the  possession  of  the 
debtor,  and  the  jury  found  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  the  court  refused  a new 
triaU 

Case  for  false  return  of  a writ  of  fieri  facias.  The  declaration  alleges 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  obtained  judgment  against  one  Jane  Shepherd,  and 
a fi.  fa.  against  her  goods,  which  they  delivered  to  the  defendant,  being 
sheriff,  endorsed  to  levy  .£56  Is.  6c?.  and  interest,  besides  sheriff’s  fees ; 
and  returnable  on  the  last  day  of  Trinity  Term,  1843.  That  the  sheriff 
seized  in  execution  goods  of  Jane  Shepherd  of  the  value  of  the  sum  to 
be  levied ; and  that,  although  these  goods  remained  in  his  hands,  and 
though  there  were  other  goods  and  chattels  of  Jane  Shepherd  of  which 
he  might  have  made  the  money,  &c.,  and  of  which  he  had  notice,  yet,  not 
regarding  his  duty,  he  did  not  levy  the  money  or  any  part  thereof,  but 
on  8th  July,  1843,  wrongfully,  and  without  the  plaintiff’s  consent,  com- 
promised with  the  said  J ane  Shepherd,  and  agreed  with  her  to  forbear  to 
execute  the  writ,  and  gave  day  of  payment  for  one  half  of  the  sum  en- 
dorsed to  the  20th  July  aforesaid,  and  for  the  residue  till  the  first  week 
in  August  ; and  on  the  l5thl!lovember  following  falsely  returned  that  she 
had  no  goods,  &c.  The  defendant  pleads  only  the  general  issue.  It 
was  proved  at  the  trial  that,  on  the  8th  July,  1843,  the  defendant  wrote 
to  the  plaintiffs’  attorney,  informing  him  “that  he  had  levied  on  the  fi.  fa. 
in  this  suit  upon  goods  claimed  by  others,  and  foreseeing  a great  deal  of 
difficulty,  having  already  experienced  the  same  in  other  suits,  he  had 
thought  it  preferable  to  enter  into  a compromise  of  one  half  being  paid 
by  the  20th  [July]  at  the  farthest,  and  the  residue  by  the  first  week  in 
August.”  It  was  not  shewn  that  any  reply  had  been  given  to  this  letter 
from  the  defendant.  On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  objected  that 
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it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  to  shew  that  the  goods  which  the  sheriff 
had  seized  were  really  not  the  property  of  the  debtor,  or  at  least  that  she 
had  goods  from  which  he  could  have  levied  the  debt.  But  the  learned 
judge  considered  that  the  sheriff  having  admitted  that  he  had  levied,  and 
having  taken  upon  himself  to  relinquish  the  goods  seized,  merely  on  their 
being  claimed,  without  giving  to  the  plaintiffs  an  opportufrity  of  enquiry, 
or  of  indemnifying  him  if  they  chose,  and  directing  him  to  sell,  it  was 
incumbent  upon  him,  as  he  must  be  supposed  to  be  the  best  acquainted 
with  the  circumstances  under  which  he  had  acted,  without  reference  to 
the  plaintiffs,  to  give  some  evidence  that  the  goods  which  he  declared  he 
had  seized  were,  in  truth,  not  the  goods  of  the  debtor.  Upon  this  inti- 
mation of  opinion,  the  defendant  called  witnesses  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  to  the  jury  that  though  the  debtor  had  once  owned  the  goods 
which  the  sheriff  had  seized,  (among  which  was  a piano-forte  which  had 
been  sold  to  her  by  the  plaintiffs),  she  had,  before  the  levy,  assigned  them 
to  a third  person,  namely,  her  son-in-law.  The  evidence  given  by  the 
debtor  herself,  and  by  her  son-in-law,  was  left  to  the  jury  to  decide  upon  ; 
and  they  were  told  that,  if  it  satisfied  them  that  the  goods  had  been  bona 
fide  assigned  before  the  levy,  they  should  find  for  the  defendant ; other- 
wise, for  the  plaintiffs.  They  found  for  the  plaintiffs  for  £62  10s.,  being 
the  amount  to  be  levied,  with  interest. 

Crawford,  for  the  defendant,  moved  for  a new  trial  on  the  law  and 
evidence,  and  for  misdirection,  and  on  affidavits  filed  ; contending  that  i t 
was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  to  have  given  evidence  of  the  debtor 
having  been  possessed  of  goods  when  the  writ  was  placed  in  the 
sheriff’s  hands,  or  during  its  pendency,  which  he  urged  had  not  been  done. 
J.  Duggan  shewed  cause,  and  argued  that  the  verdict  was  right,  be- 
cause the  sheriff,  in  making  any  compromise  with  the  debtor,  had  not 
done  his  duty. 

Kobinson,  C.  J. — Having  considered  the  evidence,  we  see  no  reason 
to  find  fault  with  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  or  with  the  direction  which  was 
given  to  them.  Undoubtedly,  when  the  sheriff,  having  seized  goods  under 
the  plaintiff’s  fi.  fa.  which  were  apparently  the  goods  of  the  defendant, 
relinquished  them,  without  reference  to  the  plaintiffs,  merely  because  they 
were  claimed  by  her  son-in-law,  and  when  he  took  upon  him  not  merely 
to  give  up  the  goods  without  affording  an  opportunity  to  the  plaintiffs  to 
make  enquiry,  and,  in  their  discretion,  to  offer  indemnity  and  insist  upon 
the  sale,  but  to  grant  to  the  defendant  indulgence  in  point  of  time,  it  was 
necessary  that  the  sheriff  should  be  prepared  to  show  that  he  acted  upon 
grounds  which  ought  to  have  been  conclusive  with  him.  Then  these 
grounds  were  fully  before  the  jury  at  the  trial.  It  ^was  shewn  that  the 
goods  which  the  sheriff  had  seized  had,  not  long  before,  been  the  property 
of  the  debtor,  and  among  them  the  very  article  (a  piano-forte)  which 
these  plaintiffs  had  sold  to  the  debtor  herself,  and  for  the  price  of  which 
the  orignal  action  was  brought.  She  endeavoured,  at  the  trial,  to  con- 
vince the  jury  that  she  had  really  bona  fide  assigned  it  and  her  other 
goods  to  the  person  (now  her  son-in-law)  in  whose  house  she  was  living, 
and  who,  she  said,  after  he  got  the  piano-forte  from  her,  had  made  a 
present  of  it  to  her  daughter.  The  son-in-law  was  examined,  and  said 
he  had  taken  a bill  of  sale  of  the  goods  from  the  mother-in-law,  which, 
somehow  or  other,  he  had  lost,  and  could  not  therefore  produce.  It  is 
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not  a very  common  transaction,  especially  between  members  of  the  same 
family,  to  have  bills  of  sale  executed  for  transferring  property  from  one 
to  another,  unless  when  there  is  a design  to  defeat  creditors^  and  when 
such  papers  are  executed,  there  is  not  unfrequently  apparent  on  the  face  of 
them, u^ess  they  are  drawn  up  by  very  experienced  people,some  indications 
of  the  purpose  they  are  contrived  to  answer.  The  jury,  probably  thought 
it  rather  a suspicious  circumstance,  if  a bill  of  sale  had  been  taken,  that  it 
should  happen  to  be  lost,andthey,probably,also,thought  it  not  a very  honest 
arrangement  in  the  debtor,  to  transfer  to  a member  of  her  family,  a valua- 
ble musical  instrument,  for  which  the  maker  had  never  been  paid;  and 
v/hen  they  saw  that  it  remained  still  in  the  house  in  which  the  debtor 
was  living,  and  as  useful  to  her,  for  all  that  appeared,  as  if  the  form  of  a 
bill  of  sale  had  never  been  gone  through  with,  it  is  not  surprising  that 
, they  considered  the  complexion  of  the  case  unfavorable,  and,  weighing 
all  the  circumstances,  did  not  consider  the  alleged  sale  an  honest  bona 
fide  transaction.  At  all  events,  the  case  went  fairly  to  the  jury,  and 
we  are  not  so  satisfied  that  their  conclusion  was  wrong  as  to  induce  us 
to  set  aside  their  verdict.  Rule  discharged. 

Hamilton,  Executrix  of  Hamilton,  v.  Davis  etal. 

Where  in  debt  on  an  indemnity  bond,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  if  the  plaintiff 
was  damnified,  she  was  damnified  of  her  own  wrong,  and  the  plaintiff  took  issue 
on  the  plea,  and  did  not  assign  any  breach,  and  at  the  trial  the  plaintiff  not 
offering  any  evidence  to  prove  that  she  was  damnified,  was  nonsuited,  on 
motion  for  a new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  issue  was  on  the  defendants, 
and  that  they  should  have  begun;  the  nonsuit  was  held  to  be  right. 

The  plaintiff  sues  on  a bond  given  b}?-  the  defendants  to  her  testator, 
as  sheriff  of  the  district  of  Il^iagara,  in  £4:0  penalty.  The  defendants 
crave  oyer  of  the  bond,  and  of  the  condition,  which  is,  “That  the  defen- 
dants shall  hold  the  sheriff  harmless  in  any  action  that  may  be  brought 
against  him,  his  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  by  two  men  that 
were  employed  by  the  said  sheriff,  to  guard  the  property  of  James  Davis, 
when  seized  by  the  sheriff,  on  an  execution  issued  out  of  the  Court  of 
King’s  Bench,  at  Toronto,  against  the  said  James  Davis  and  others,  at 
the  suit  of  Matthew  Crooks,  and  pay  all  costs  and  damages  which  may 
accrue  by  the  said  actions  being  brought  by  the  said  men  for  the  recov- 
ery of  any  wages  that  is  alleged  by  them  to  be  due  to  them,  for  guarding 
the  said  property  of  the  said  James  Davis.”  And  the  defendants  plead 
that  the  said  Alexander  Hamilton  was  not,  at  any  time,  damnified,  by 
reason  of  any  thing  in  the  condition  mentioned;  and  that  if  the  plaintiff, 
as  his  executrix,  has  been  damnified  since  his  death,  by  reason,  &c.,  she 
has  so  been  damnified  of  her  own  wrong,  and  by  and  through  her  own 
means,  default,  and  procurement.  The  plaintiff  replies,  admitting  that 
Mexauder  Hamilton,  in  his  life  time,  was  not  damnified,  but  averring 
that  the  plaintiff j as  executrix,  ^c.,  was,  hy  reason  of  the  said  bond  and 
condition,  damnified,  without  the  cause  in  the  said  plea  mentioned. 
Upon  this  record,  the  parties  went  to  trial.  The  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiff contended  that  it  was  for  the  defendants  to  begin,  as  the  affirmative 
of  the  issue,  namely,  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  damnified  of  her  own 
wrong,  lay  upon  them;  but  the  learned  judge  held  otherwise,  and  the 
plaintiff  being,  as  her  counsel  alleged,  unprepared  at  the  moment  to 
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adduce  evidence  of  the  breach,  she  was  non-suited,  leave  being  reserved 
to  move  to  set  the  non-suit  aside,  if  the  course  taken  at  nisi  prius 
should  be  found  wrong.  ^ 

Eccles  for  the  plaintiff,  accordingly  moved  to  set  the  non-suit  aside, 
or  for  a new  trial,  on  gronnds  disclosed  in  affidavits,  which  grounds 
were,  that  the  plaintiff’s  counsel  was  taken  by  surprise,  when  the  learned 
judge  ruled,  that  the  proof  of  the  issue  lay  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  was, 
consequently,  unable  to  proceed  with  the  trial  of  the  cause,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  necessary  witnesses  for  such  proof  not  having  been  suh- 
jocenaed  or  present,  vfhQn  i\iQ  Q,ms>Q  was  called  on. 

J.  Hillijard  Cameron  showed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  plea  as 
pleaded  did  not  admit  that  the  plaintiff  had  suffered  any  damage,  and  that 
consequently,  it  was  as  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  injury  that 
she  had  sustained,  as  if  the  plea  had  been  the  ordinary  plea  of  non- 
damnificatus.  The  issue,  such  as  it  was,  was  clearly  on  the  plaintiff,  and  as 
she  offered  no  evidence  in  support  of  it,  she  was  properly  nonsuited. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  we  can  not  properly  do 
more  for  the  relief  of  the  plaintiff  than  grant  a new  trial,  on  payment 
of  costs,  if  it  is  worth  her  while  to  avail  herself  of  the  indulgence;  and, 
in  that  case,  she  may  find  it  necessary  to  amend  the  pleadings,  so  as  to 
place  on  the  record  a sensible  issue  to  be  tried,  which  there  certainly  is 
not  at  present.  The  plaintiff  ought  either  to  have  set  out  the  condition  of 
the  bond,  and  assigned  a breach  in  the  declaration,  or  have  replied  to  the 
defendants’  plea,  assigning  a breach.  As  the  record  stands,  the  parties 
were  going  to  trial,  without  any  specific  breach  being  assigned,  though 
the  bond  and  condition  were  most  clearly  such  as  to  require  it.  Taking  it 
as  it  stands,  however,  it  clearly,  in  our  opinion,  lay  on  the  plaintiff  to 
open  the  case,  at  the  trial,  by  showing  what  breach  it  was  of  which  she 
<)omplained,  and  of  which  she  had  undertaken  to  maintain,  that  the 
damages  which  it  had  occasioned  to  the  sheriff’s  estate,  were  not  occa- 
sioned by  any  fault  of  hers.  All  that  the  defendants  asserted,  was,  that 
if  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  any  damage  at  all,  (which  they  do  not  ad- 
mit), it  was  of  her  own  wrong.  Until  the  plaintiff  had  advanced  her 
ground  of  complaint,  the  defendants  could  only  have  been  groping  in 
the  dark,  and  had  nothing  specific  to  which  they  could  apply  themselves. 
If  either  party  could  properly  be  heard  upon  such  an  issue,  it  was  cer- 
tainly for  the  plaintiff  to  begin;  and  it  seems  strange,  that  she  had  not 
only  no  evidence  at  hand,  to  prove  anything  upon  the  trial,  but  that 
she  relied,  as  it  is  stated  in  the  affidavits,  on  the  defendants’  witnesses 
so  exclusively,  that  she  had  not  even  subpoenaed  any  to  attend  at  the 
assizes.  On  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffis  attorney  acted  under  a mis- 
apprehension with  regard  to  the  conduct  of  the  trial,  we  make  the  rule 
absolute  for  setting  aside  the  nonsuit,  and  grant  a new  trial  on  payment 
of  costs,  by  the  first  day  of  next  term. 

Eule  absolute. 


Smith  and  Crooks  v.  Graham. 

Attorneys  had  been  retained  to  conduct  some  suits  for  a client,  which  they  car- 
ried on  for  a length  of  time,  when  no  further  proceedings  being  taken,  after  a lapse 
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of  several  years  they  served  their  bills  of  costs.  Held  that  they  had  a right 
under  the  circumstances,  to  retire  from  the  further  conduct  of  the  suit,  and  to 
require  payment  of  the  costs  already  incurred. 

( The  plaintiffs  in  this  case  sued  as  attorneys,  to  recover  the  amount 
: )f  certain  bills  of  costs,  in  suits  conducted  by  them  for  the  defendant, 
j md  the  only  substantial  question  that  was  raised  was,  whether  it  was 
incumbent  upon  them,  as  a necessary  part  of  their  case,  to  show  that  the 
luits  in  which  their  service  had  been  rendered  had  been  conducted  to  a 
linal  issue.  The  business  had  been  done  some  years  ago.  It  was  not 
|;hewn,  nor  pretended  by  the  defendant  at  the  trial,  that  the  plaintiffs  had 
.eserted  the  suits,  or  had  improperly  conducted  them,  or  neglected  his 
interests,  nor  was  anything  of  the  kind  shown  in  the  affidavit  in  support 
ll)f  this  motion ; but  it  was  contended  at  the  trial,  that  it  is  in  all 
uch  cases  necessary  to  shew  either  that  the  suits  were  carried  to  an  end, 
br  that  proceedings  in  them  were  discontinued  by  the  desire  of  the  client, 
jtt  was  also  objected  against  the  recovery  of  the  amount  of  one  of  the  bills 
f costs,  that  in  the  particulars  of  demand,  the  name  of  one  of  the  defen- 
ants  was  omitted  in  that  bill. 

A . Wilson  for  defendant. 

Crooks  in  person  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — Wefind  no  authority  for  holding  as  the  defendant  con- 
ends,  nor  is  it  reasonable,  for  then  in  any  case,  without  anything  being 
bhewn  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  attorney  must  be  held  to  have 
^jsulpably  abandoned  every  suit,  which  has  not  gone  to  the  length  of  an 
R ;3xecution,  though  his  client  may  have  received  his  money,  and  obtained 
>i  Ibis  object  in  consequence  of  the  attorney’s  exertions,  and  may  have  no  com- 
; iplaint  to  urge.  It  is  not  always  that  an  attorney  has  it  in  his  power  to 
• prove  the  directions  he  has  received  from  his  client,  which  are  frequently 
yerbal.  No  doubt  it  is  fair  matter  of  defence,  if  the  client’s  business  be 
\ khewn  to  have  been  capriciously  or  negligently  abandoned ; but  some 
i ground  must  be  shewn  for  believing  this,  especially  when  years  have 
jpassed  away,  and  there  is  not  the  least  evidence  of  any  fault  having  been 
jfound.  As  to  the  other  objection,  that  one  of  the  cases  in  the  particulars 
served  was  not  correctly  entitled,  the  names  of  one  of  the  defendants  being 
'omitted,  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  should  not  prevail ; the  defendant  could 
|not  be  misled  ; and  there  was  a good  reason  for  the  omission,  as  that  de- 
fendant had  died  in  the  meantime. 

’ Eule  discharged  (a). 


Paterson  v.  Howison  & McGan. 

Where  the  holder  of  a promissory  note  sues  the  maker  and  indorser  in  a joint 
action,  under  5 Will.  IV.,  ch.  i,  the  separate  debt  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  maker 
or  indorser,  cannot  be  set-off  under  a joint  plea  of  set-off. 

I McGan,  as  maker,  and  Howison,  as  first  indorser  of  a promissory  note, 
are  sued  jointly  in  this  action,  under  the  statute  5 Will.  IV.,  ch.  1,  and 
on  the  common  counts.  1 . McGan  denies  making  the  note.  2.  Howison 

i {a)  See  upon  the  determination  of  the  contract  between  an  attorney  and  his 
client,  under  somewhat  similar  circumstances.  Smith  v.  Rocke,  Law  Times,  vol. 

' 5,  243,  Exchequer. 
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denies  indorsing  it.  3.  Also  denies  notice  of  non-payment.  4.  Both 
defendants  plead  the  general  issue  to  the  common  counts.  5.  They  plead 
that  they  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  before  action  brought,  tie  full  amount  of  ^ 
moneys  claimed  in  the  declaration.  6.  They  plead  a .set-off.  7.  They  \ 
plead  as  to  £25  (part  of  the  sum  demanded)  that  before  action  brought, 
one  Mallory  was  indebted  to  Haigh  in  £25  on  an  account  stated,  which 
Mallory  agreed  to  pay  to  Haigh  in  cordwood  ; that  Haigh  was  indebted 
to  the  defendants  in  £25,  and  it  was  agreed  between  the  defendants  and 
Haigh,  that  Haigh  should  pay  that  sum  to  them  in  cordwood,  and  that 
in  consideration  thereof,  the  defendants,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff, 
would  discharge  Haigh  from  the  £25  due  by  him  to  them,  and  that 
Haigh,  at  the  request  of  plaintiff,  would  discharge  Mallory  ; and  it  was 
agreed  by  and  between  plaintiff  and  defendants,  and  Haigh  and  Mallory 
that  plaintiff  should  acquit  the  defendants  from  the  £25,  and  receive 
Mallory  as  his  debtor,  who  was  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  £25  in  cordwood 
when  requested ; and  the  defendants  aver  that  they  did  request  Haigh, 
who  also  discharged  Mallory ; and  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  Mallory  as 
his  debtor  for  the  £25.  8.  They  plead,  as  to  £11  18s.  Od.,  that  the 

plaintiff  accepted  the  promissory  note  of  a third  jjarty.  The  plaintiff 
takes  issue  on  these  pleas.  At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  he  had 
been  obliged  to  pay  on  account  of  this  note  (which  was  discounted  at  the 
bank)  £49  5s.  Id.,  including  interest.  The  defendants  advanced  in  . 
their  plea  of  set-off  a small  account  of  £12  and  upwards  for  goods  sold 
to  the  plaintiff  by  McGan  individually.  They  produced  a written  under- 
taking from  Mallory,  to  deliver  one  hundred  cords  of  wood  to  Haigh  or, 
bearer  ; and  a note  from  one  Mink  to  McGan  for  £11  10s.  Od.  currency. 
The  learned  judge  rejected  the  set-off  asjinadmissible  ; and  held  that  the  . 
plea  of  payment  was  not  proved.  Plaintiff  had  a verdict  for  £49  5s.  7d.,  : 
and — 

K.  McKenzie,  for  the  defendants,  moved  for  a new  trial,  on  the  ground  . 
that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  the  evidence,  and  for  misdirection. — Both 
the  notes  had  been  given  over  by  McGan  to  the  plaintiff— he  said  he 
would  turn  them  in  as  payment ; the  plaintiff  received  them  without 
saying  whether  he  accepted  them  in  payment  or  not. 

Breakenridge  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  think  this  verdict  is  right.  There  was  no  such  evi- 
dence given  at  the  trial  of  an  agreement  among  all  the  parties,  respecting  the 
transfer  of  Mallory’s  debt,  as  was  pleaded,  and  in  fact  no  evidence  whatever, 
except  merely  that  McGan  was  the  actual  bearer  of  an  undertaking  by 
Mallory  to  deliver  cordwood  to  Haigh,  which  could  not  be  assigned,  and 
to  which  Howison  was  not  shewn  to  be  in  any  manner  privy.  The  plea 
of  payment  was  wholly  unsupported ; and,  as  to  the  plea  of  set-off,  of 
course  no  separate  demand  of  one  of  the  defendants,  could  be  given  in 
evidence  upon  a plea  of  set-off  for  a joint  demand.  The  meaning  of  the 
provision  in  our  statute,  which  was  referred  to,  3 Yic.,  ch.  8,  sec.  3,  seems 
rather  obscure,  and  the  clause  appears  to  have  been  framed  without  much 
reflection,  but  I take  it  for  granted  it  must  have  been  considered  that, 
whatever  should  be  allowed  to  one  defendant  on  a set-off  should  enure  to 
the  beneflt  of  both  ; otherwise  the  plaintiff  would  be  receiving  some  part 
of  the  amount  ot  the  note  from  both  parties.  At  any  rate,  the  set-off  should 
be  pleaded  according  to  the  fact,  either  as  a joint  or  several  demand,  by 
one  or  both  of  the  defendants.  Eule  discharged. 
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Vhere  in  ejectment  by  a mortgagee  against  the  mortgagor,  a judge’s  order  was 
obtained  in  vacation,  staying  proceedings  in  the  cause  until  the  first  day  of  the 
following  term,  and  the  attorney  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  proceeded  to  the 
trial  of  the  cause,  notwithstanding  the  order,  conceiving  ’that  the  judge  had  no 
power  to  make  it,  and  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited  at  the  trial,  because  the 
! defendant  refused  to  confess  lease,  entry  and  ouster,  the  court  set  aside  the 
# nonsuit  for  irregularity,  with  costs. 

f Phillpotts  obtained  a rule  nisi,  calling  upon  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to 
fjjihew  cause  why  the  notice  of  trial  and  all  subsequent  proceedings  in  the 
llause  should  not  he  set  aside  for  irregularity,  with  costs  ; or  why  the  entry 
i |f  the  record  and  all  proceedings  had  thereon,  should  not  he  set  aside  for 
I Irregularity,  with  costs  ; or  why  the  nonsuit  obtained  should  not  be  set 
i .side  for  irregularity,  with  costs — the  lessor  of  the  plaintilf  having  pro- 
J deeded  after  the  service  upon  him  of  a judge’s  order  directing  a stay  of 
f Proceedings  until  the  first  day  of  this  (Easter)  term,  upon  the  payment  of 
|S15,  the  balance  of  mortgage  money  due,  with  costs.  On  the  24th  March, 
^845,  defendant  applied  to  stay  proceedings,  setting  forth  that  he  had 
lie-purchased  the  land  from  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  gave  him  a 
llnortgage  for  £200 — the  purchase  money  ; that  he  had  at  various  times 
liiTifl  in  various  ways  paid  £186  II5.  l\^d.  on  account,  and  that  he 


not  more  than  £15  is  due  : that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  will 


f lot  come  to  a settlement  with  him  : and  no  bill  is  filed  to  foreclose  or 
lledeem.  On  this  affidavit  a judge’s  summons  was  issued  to  shew  causewhy 
|lroceedings  should  not  be  stayed,  under  7 Geo.  II.,  ch.  20,  on  defendant’s 
1 laying  into  court  the  sum  due  upon  the  mortgage,  with  costs.  This 
1 jiummons  was  several  times  enlarged  at  the  particular  desire  of  the  agent 
i)f  the  plaintiff’s  attorney,  and  to  enable  him  to  refer  to  his  principal, 
jind  at  length,  on  the  6 th  May,  an  order  was  made  by  the  judge  in  cham- 
iiers,  upon  hearing  both  parties,  that  all  further  proceedings  in  the  cause 
i jhould  be  stayed  until  the  first  day  of  the  next  term,  upon  the  defendant 
; jiaying  into  court,  or  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney,  the  sum  of  £15  and 
posts.  The  learned  judge  who  made  the  order,  considering  that  he  had 
f iot  authority  sitting  in  chambers  to  make  an  order  which  should  be  final, 
E jinder  7 Geo.  II.  ch.  20,  but  that  it  must  he  moved  in  full  court,  did  no 
? bore  than  stay  proceedings  in  the  meantime,  that  costs  might  not  unne- 
! iessarily  be  incurred  ; and  he  exacted  for  the  security  of  the  plaintiff  the 
: [condition,  that  the  sum  which  the  defendant  admitted  to  be  due,  should 
^ be  paid,  with  costs,  before  his  order  should  have  effect.  The  money  was 
tendered  under  this  order  without  delay,  and  being  refused  by  the  plaintiff, 
ivas  paid  into  the  crown  office, and  before  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  had  no- 
lice  of  the  stay  of  proceedings,  further  costs  were  incurred  in  preparing  for 
rial,  besides  those  which  had  been  included  in  taxation  upon  the  defen- 
lant’s  appointment ; but  it  was  not  shewn  that  such  costs  were  refused  or 
' Remanded,  or  that  the  omission  to  pay  or  tender  them  was  made  a ground 
« bf  the  money  being  refused.  The  plaintiff  notwithstanding  the  judge’s 
prder  staying  procedings,  on  terms  which  were  substantially  complied 
jsv^ith,  entered  his  record  and  brought  the  cause  to  trial : when,  on  defen- 
dant’s refusing  to  confess  lease,  entry,  &c.,  be  was  nonsuited. 

I M.  Hervey  shewed  cause. 
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Robinson.  C.  J. — If  it  had  been  objected  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff^ 
or  had  in  any  way  been  brought  to  the  attention  \)f  the  learned  judge 
before  he  made  the  order;  that  as  it  appeared  that  the  mortgagor,  and  mort- 
gagee were  in  dispute  upon  thn  very  point  of  the  sum  due,  and  that  such 
a case  was  therefore  not  within  the  statute,  the  order,  we  must  take  it  for 
granted,  would  not  have  been  made;  hut,  having  been  made,  and  especially 
on  both  parties  having  been  heard,  it  ought  to  have  been  submitted  to 
for  the  time,  and  if  the  plaintiff  could  complain  of  it  as  improperly  made,  ' 
his  remedy  was  to  apply  either  to  the  learned  judge,  who  could  himself 
rescind  it,  or  afterwards  to  the  court  in  banc.  We  cannot  uphold  pro- 
ceedings in  a cause  taken  in  direct  opposition  to  a judge’s  order,  and 
therefore  the  rule  is  made  absolute  for  setting  aside  the  nonsuit  for  irregu- 
larity, with  costs. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Vail.  v.  Noble  et  al.  ® 

In  trespass  to  a dwelling-house,  it  is  a bad  plea  to  plead  that  the  close  in  which, 
&c. , is  the  close^  &c. , of  the  defendant ; but  in  trespass  quare  domum  fregit 
and  taking  away  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is  a good  plea  to  the  taking  away 
the  goods,  that  they  are  not  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff.  f 

Demurrer.  The  plaintiff  declares  in  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  f 
the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff  situate  in  the  township  of  St.  Vincent, 
in  the  Home  district,  and  seizing,  taking  and  carrying  away  certain  goods 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  breaking  the  goods,  &c.  The  defendants  plead 
1st.  As  to  the  breaking  and  entering  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  the  said  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the  said  close 
in  which  &c.,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned. 
2ndly.  That  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned  i 
was  the  close,  soil  and  freehold  of  the  defendant,  wherefore  he  entered ; 
and  the  others  as  his  servants,  and  committed  the  trespasses  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned.  Srdly,  As  to  the  goods  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
that  they  were  not  nor  are  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff.  To 
these  pleas  the  plaintiff  demurs  specially,  on  the  ground  that  the  first  and 
second  contain  no  answer  to  the  declaration,  which  complains  of  a tres- 
pass to  the  dwelling-house,  and  not  to  the  dose,  of  the  plaintiff ; and  that  | 
the  third  plea  is  pleaded  to  what  is  laid  as  mere  matter  of  aggravation  in : 
the  declaration. 

Crooks  for  plaintiff.  The  pleas  treat  the  declaration  as  if  it  disclosed; 
a trespass  to  a close,  whereas  there  is  no  charge  whatever  contained  in  it 
of  any  such  trespass ; and  unless  the  words  “close”  and  “dwelling-; 
house”  can  be  treated  as  synonymous,  the  pleas  must  be  bad.  Then! 
the  trespass  to  the  goods,  laid  in  the  declaration,  is  mere  matter  of  aggra-| 
vation,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  made  the  subject  of  a plea  (a).  Thel 
gist  of  the  action  is  the  trespass  to  the  dwelling-house,  and  the  defendants* 
ought  not  to  have  answered  the  other  statements  in  the  declaration,  be- 
cause, if  the  defendants  had  no  right  to  enter,  they  could  have  had  no, 
right  to  take  the  goods  i I 


(a)  Stephen’s  Pleating,  217,  240. 
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J.  Duggan  for  defendants.  In  3 Chit.  PI.  1014,  the  marginal  note 
to  the  plea  of  not  possessed  of  the  said  close  in  which^  ^c.,  is  “ plea  in 
trespass  to  a house  or  land,  denying  plaintiff’s  possession  which  seems  ta 
shew  Chitty’s  belief  that  the  terms  are  synonymous,  as  far  as  the  plead- 
ings in  trespass  are  concerned.  Upon  the  plea  as  to  the  goods,  the 
plaintiff  is  in  error  in  treating  it  as  a matter  af  aggravation  only,  as  it  is 
clearly  a substantive  trespass,  and  if  the  defendant  did  not  answer  it, 
even  although  the  plaintiff  failed  as  to  the  trespass  to  the  real  property, 
he  would  succeed  as  to  the  trespass  to  the  goods. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — As  to  the  first  pleas,  unless  close  and  house  are  con- 
vertible terms,  the  pleas  must  he  bad ; and,  even  if  they  were  convertible 
terms,  it  would  be  bad  in  point  of  form  to  refer  in  the  plea  to  the  said 
close  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  when  no  close  had  been  mentioned, 
Chitty,  in  his  work  on  pleading,  page  194,  referring  to  7 East.  209,  and 
several  other  authorities,  say  that  the  term  close  is  technical,  and  signifies 
the  interest  in  the  soil,  and  not  merely  a close  or  inclosure  in  its  common 
acceptation ; and  in  page  390  he  observes,  that  in  an  action  for  injury  to 
real  property,  the  quality  of  the  realty,  as  to  whether  it  consists  of  houses, 
lands,  &c.,  should  be  shewn.  In  trespass  to  land,  he  says,  the  term  close 
is  proper,  though  the  ground  be  not  inclosed.  It  is  to  be  remarked,  also, 
that  “close”  and  “house”  can  be  hardly  taken  to  be  synonymous 
words  since  the  new  rules  of  court,  which  would  make  it  demurrable  in 
trespass  to  the  close,  not  to  set  out  the  abuttals.  It  is  repugnant  to 
speak  of  “ the  said  close”  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  when  no  close 
has  been  mentioned  in  the  declaration  {a)  Close  always  carries  with  it 
the  idea  of  a piece  of  land,  and  it  has  been  holden  in  many  old  authorities 
that  ejectment  will  not  lie  for  a close,  unless  the  number  of  acres  be  stated. 
Eor  these  reasons,  we  think  the  first  and  second  pleas  are  bad ; with 
regard  to  the  third  plea,  which  is  also  demurred  to,  we  hold  it  to  be  good, 
It  is  quite  true  that  it  is  in  many  books  and  cases  laid  down  as  a principle, 
that  what  is  merely  inserted  in  a count  as  matter  of  aggravation  cannot 
be  traversed ; but  that  means  that  the  consequences  of  an  act  complained 
of,  which  are  stated  merely  in  order  to  enhance  the  damages,  cannot  be 
traversed ; as,  for  instance  (which  is  an  example  put  in  several  books),  if 
A.  complains  oi  B.  for  chasing  his  sheep,  by  which  they  were  hurt,  and  in 
consequence  one  of  them  died,  the  defendant  cannot  traverse  that  one  of 
them  died ; and  many  like  cases  are  Stated.  But  the  taking  or  destruc- 
tion of  the  goods  here  is  a substantial  injury,  for  which  the  plaintiff  claims 
damages  in  addition  to  any  damages  he  may  have  sustained  from  the 
breaking  into  his  dwelling-house — Birch  v.  Parker  et  al,  (&)  It  is  matter 
of  aggravation  in  this  sense,  that  if  the  defendants  in  their  plea  had  pro- 
fessed to  answer  the  whole  count,  and  had  merely  justified  the  entry  into 
the  close,  taking  no  notice  of  the  charge  respecting  the  goods,  it  might 
be  contended  that  the  plea  would  not  be  demurrable,  on  the  ground  that 
it  did  not  answer  all  that  it  professed  to  answer,  because,  in  justifying  the 
trespass  to  the  freehold,  it  answered  the  gist  of  the  action,  and  that  the 
other  was  mere  matter  of  aggravation.  But  that  does  not  establish  that 
the  defendant  may  not,  in  a separate  plea,  answer  the  taking  of  the  goods,, 
by  setting  forth  the  matter  which  he  could  not  give  in  evidence,  under 


(a)  3 Wils.  413. 


{h)  1 Bing.  N.  C.  71. 
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the  general  issue.  In  Taylor  v.  Cole  (a),  the  defendant  to  a charge  of 
trespass  to  the  close  and  expelling  the  plaintiff,  after  justifying  the  entry 
into  the  close  in  one  or  more  pleas,  answers  the  charge  of  expulsion  only 
in  a separate  plea ; and  although  the  court  consider  the  expulsion  as  matter 
of  aggravation  merely,  so  that  it  need  not  be  answered  in  the  same  plea 
which  justifies  the  entry  into  the  close,  yet  they  do  not  treat  the  plea  to 
the  expulsion,  when  answered  by  itself,  as  traversing  what  was  immaterial 
and  could  not  be  traversed.  The  plea  was  demurred  to  and  held  bad  on 
another  ground,  but  it  was  neither  contended  by  the  counsel,  nor  inti- 
mated by  the  court,  that  the  expulsion  could  not  be  made,  as  it  was,  the 
subject  of  a plea. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  against  first  and  second  pleas. 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  third  plea. 


Ekins  V.  Evans. 

The  declaration  stated,  that  heretofore,  to  wit  on  the  4th  August,  1844,  the  de- 
fendant agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  erect  and  build  a certain  house,  and  have 
it  in  a tenantable  condition  by  the  middle  of  November  then  next  ensuing, 
and  alleged  for  breach  that  the  house  was  not  erected,  nor  built,  nor  in  a 
tenantable  condition  by  the  middle  of  the  said  month  of  November,  1844  : held 
bad  on  general  demurrer,  for  not  shewing  that  November,  1844,  the  No- 
vember next  ensuing  the  making  of  the  agreement. 

The  plaintiff  declares  against  the  defendant,  for  that,  whereas,  hereto- 
fore, to  wit,  on  the  fourth  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-four,  it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  as  follows,  that  is  to  say,  the  defendant  agreed 
to  let  and  demise  to  the  plaintiff,a  certain  dwelling  house  with  four  acres 
of  land,  with  the  appurtenances,  situate  in  the  township  of  Albion,  in  the 
Home  district,  for  the  term  of  one  year  ending  the  first  day  of  November, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  ond  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-five,  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  nine  pounds,  and  to  raise,  erect,  and  build  a frame  house 
on  the  said  premises,  the  said  house  to  be  of  the  dimensions  and  descrip- 
tion following,  that  is  to  say,  twenty-five  feet  in  front,  by  twenty  feet  in 
width,  to  be  two  stories  high,  with  five  windows  in  front,  three  windows 
in  the  upper  story,  and  two  windows  in  the  lower  story,  and  to  have  the 
said  frame  house  in  a tenantable  condition  about  the  middle  of  the  month 
of  November  then  next  ensuing ; and  the  defendant  then  further  agreed, 
to  and  with  the  plaintiff,  that  he  the  said  defendant,  refusing  or  failing  to 
perform  the  said  agreement,  should  forfeit  to  the  plaintiff  twenty  pounds  ; 
and  the  plaintiff  then  agreed  with  the  defendant,  to  pay  him  the  said  rent, 
or  sum  of  nine  pounds  in  advance,  and  to  become  tenant  to  the  defendant 
for  the  term  aforesaid,  on  the  conditions  and  agreements  aforesaid,  and 
the  said  agreement  having  been  so  made  as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  on  the 
day  and  year  aforesaid  in  consideration  thereof,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant,  had  then  promised  the  defendant  to  perform 
and  fulfil  the  said  agreement  on  his  part  ; the  defendant  then  promised 
the  plaintiff  to  perform  and  fulfil  the  said  agreement  on  his  the  defen- 


(a)  3 T.  E.  392. 
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dant’s  part,  and  the  plaintiff  in  fact  saith,  that  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
said  agreement,  and  in  pursuance  thereof,  and  confiding  in  the  said  pro- 
mise of  the  defendant,  he,  the  plaintiff,  did  become  tenant  to  the  said 
defendant  and  went  into  possession  of  the  said  premises,  and  continued 
tenant  thereof  hitherto,  and  did  pay  the  said  rent  or  sum  of  nine  pounds 
to  the  defendant  in  advance,  as  aforesaid,  and  hath  always  from  the  time 
of  the  said  agreement  hitherto,  well  and  truly  performed  and  fulfilled  the 
same  in  all  things  therein  contained,  on  his  part  to  be  performed  and  ful- 
filled, according  to  the  tenor  and  effect,  true  intent  and  meaning  thereof. 
Yet  the  defendant  not  regarding  his  said  premise,  did  not,  nor  would, 
raise,  build,  or  erect,  a frame  house  on  the  premises,  of  the  dimensions 
and  description  aforesaid,  and  did  not,  nor  would,  have  the  same  in  a 
tenantable  condition  on  or  about  the  middle  of  the  said  month  of  jN'ovem- 
ber,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-four, 
but  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do,  and  therein  failed  and  made 
default,  whereby  and  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  agree- 
ment the  defendant  forfeited  and  became  liable  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the 
said  sum  of  twenty  pounds,  in  the  said  agreement  in  that  behalf  men- 
tioned. Nevertheless  the  defendant,  although  often  requested,  hath  not 
as  yet  paid  the  said  sum  of  twenty  pounds,  or  any  part  thereof  to  the 
plaintiff,  but  hath  hitherto  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do,  and 
therein  failed  and  made  default,  contrary  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the 
said  agreement  and  his  promise  aforesaid.  To  this  declaration  the  defen- 
dant demurred  specially,  and  objected  on  general  demurrer,  that  the 
time  of  making  the  agreement  is  laid  under  a videlicet,  and  the  building 
therein  mentioned  is  stated  to  have  been  agreed  to  be  erected  by  the 
defendant  in  November  then  next,  and  the  time  when  it  is  stated  it  was 
not  erected,  nor  in  a tenantable  condition,  is  in  November  1844,  the 
plaintiff  not  having  averred  that  November  then  next  was  November  1844 
nor  that  the  time  had  expired  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

J.  Hilkjard  Cameron  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  declaration 
contains  no  sufficient  averment  that  the  time  when  the  building  which 
the  defendant  had  agreed  to  erect,  was  to  be  in  a tenantable  condition, 
had  expired  before  the  commencement  of  the  action.  The  time  when 
the  agreement  was  made,  is  laid  under  a videlicet, and  therefore,  it  might, 
in  fact,  had  been  made  at  any  other  time,  as  well  as  at  the  time  stated 
in  the  declaration  j and  as  the  agreement  is  to  erect  and  build  the  house, 
and  have  it  in  a tenantable  condition  in  the  month  of  November  then  next^ 
the  breach,  afterwards,  that  it  was  not  in  that  condition  in  the  said  month 
of  November,  1844,  is  insufficient,  without  also  stating  that  that  was  the 
month  next  ensuing  the  making  of  the  agreement.  In  Parkinson  v. 
Whitehead,  (a)  a similar  objection  was  urged  to  the  declaration,  and 
although  in  that  case  the  defendant  had  pleaded  over,  the  declaration 
was  held  bad  on  general  demurrer.  There  the  declaration  stated  that 
therefore,  to  wit,  on  the  31st  of  May,  1825,  by  an  agreement  in  writing, 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant’s  testator,  the  latter  agreed  within 
two  years  from  midsummer  then  next,  to  build  certain  houses ; and  alleged 
for  breach,  that  the  houses  at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  (1839) 

{a)  2 iVI.  & G.  329. 
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were  unbuilt,  contrary  to  the  agreement.  There  it  was  contended  that 
the  date  of  the  declaration  might  be  looked  to,  to  show  that  the  time 
limited  by  the  agreement  had  elapsed  before  action  brought,  but  the 
court  said  that  the  time  of  making  the  agreement  being  stated  under  a 
videlicet,  that  would  not  aid  the  breach. 

Blake  for  plaintiff.  The  declaration  here  alleges  that  the  time  for 
which  the  premises  were  to  be  holden  by  the  plaintiff  would  expire  on 
first  November,  1845,  being  a tenancy  for  a year  only,  which  is  expressly 
stated  in  the  agreement,  as  set  out  in  the  declaration,  and  the  time  of  the 
determination  of  the  term,  is  stated  positively,  and  not  under  a videlicet. 
The  objection  that  was  made  in  the  case  cited  by  the  defendant’s  coun- 
sel, cannot  be  so  well  applied  to  this  declaration,  as  there  there  was  a 
long  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  while  here  the  tenancy  was  only  to  last 
for  one  year.  The  date  of  the  declaration  shows  that  the  suit  was  com- 
menced on  the  8th  March,  1845,  and  therefore,  the  time  for  building  had 
expired  before  action  brought.  In  Harrison  et  al.  v.  Heathern  etal.,  (h) 
when  the  date  of  an  agreement  set  out  in  the  declaration  was  laid  under 
a videlicet,  and  a certain  time  was  to  elapse  before  a payment  could  be 
demanded,  and  the  declaration  was  entitled  of  a date  subsequent  to  that 
time,  the  court  held  that  it  sujficiently  appeared  that  the  time  had  elapsed 
before  action  brought. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  first  count  is  insufficient 
for  the  principal  cause  assigned.  It  charges  as  a breach  the  not  building 
and  having  in  tenantable  order  a dwelling  house  of  the  description  men- 
tioned in  the  agreement,  on  or  before  the  middle  of  November,  1844  ; 
whereas,  the  agreement  set  out  is  to  build  the  house,  and  have  the  same 
in  tenantable  order  on  or  about  the  middle  of  November  next  ensuing  the 
making  of  the  agreement,  and  no  time  is  certainly  alleged  when  the 
agreement  was  made,  but  only  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  fourth  of 
August,  1844,  it  was  agreed  &c.  Either  the  day  of  making  the  agree- 
ment should  have  been  laid  with  certainty,  and  not  with  a videlicet,  or 
it  should  have  been  averred  that  the  house  was  not  in  tenantable  repair  in 
the  month  of  November  next  after  the  agreement  was  made.  And  indeed, 
as  the  plaintiff  might  vary  from  the  day  named  in  the  agreement,  in  his 
evidence,  even  though  it  had  been  laid  positively,  I incline  to  think,  that 
the  declaration  should  have  alleged  that  the  house  was  not  completed  by 
the  middle  of  November  next  after  the  making  of  the  agreement,  but  it 
is  unnecessary  to  determine  that.  The  case  cited  by  the  defendant’s 
counsel  is  in  point.  Judgment  for  defendant. 


Where  the  plaintiff,  and  defendant,  being  each  possessed  of  a farm,  agreed  to  j 
work  them  together,  and  divide  the  profits  arising  from,  them  at  the  end  of  j 
the  season,  and  before  harvest  the  defendant  was  dispossessed  of  his  farm  by  ; 
ejectment,  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  gave  him  notice  that  he  would  not  divide  |i 

his  crops  with  him,  notwithstanding  which  the  defendant  entered  the  plaintifi’s  j; 

farm  and  took  away  his  share  of  the  crop:  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  | 
maintain  trespass  against  him.  i 

Trespass.  The  plaintiff  declares  in  the  first  count  for  breaking  and  j j 

entering  his  close  ; and  in  the  second,  for  taking  away  grain,  hay,  &c.  the  ' ■ 


Wemp  V.  Mormon  et  al. 


(5)  5 M.  & G.  322, 
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property  of  the  plaintiff.  The  defendants  plead,  first,  the  general  issue 
second,  that  the  close  was  not  the  close  of  the  plaintiff ; third,  not  pos- 
sessed ; fourth,  to  the  first  count,  that  the  plaintiff  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment with  the  defendant.  Mormon,  to  put  crops  in  the  close  in  partner- 
ship with  him,  and  that  he  might  enter  and  take  away  his  part;  and  that 
the  defendant,  Mormon,  and  the  other  defendants,  as  his  servants,  entered 
according  to  the  agreement,  to  cut  and  take  away  the  grain,  &c.  As  to 
i the  second  count,  that  the  goods  were  not  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff ; that 
i they  were  Mormon’s  goods ; and,  leave  and  license,  the  plaintiff  takes 
issue  on  all  the  pleas.  The  facts  proved  at  the  trial  were,  that  th© 
j plaintiff  had  a farm  in  the  4th  concession  of  the  Township  of  Thurlow, 

ll  and  the  defendant.  Mormon,  was  in  possession  of  one  in  the  3rd  conces- 

j sion  of  the  same  township.  They  agreed,  verbally,  to  put  in  crops  on  the 

II  two  farms  by  their  joint  labour,  and  divide  the  produce.  Before  harvest, 

I however,  one  Towler  recoverd  in  ejectment  from  the  defendant,  Mormon, 

: the  lot  in  the  3rd  concession,  and  turned  him  off,  so  that  the  plaintiff  got 

; no  benefit  from  his  labour  on  that  lot ; and  in  consequence  he  desired  to 

1 1 prevent  the  defendant.  Mormon,  from  taking  any  share  of  the  crops 

1 which  were  growing  on  his  lot,  and  forbade  him  doing  so  ; but  he  never- 
i|  theless  entered,  with  the  other  defendants,  and  took  part  of  the  grain, 
though  it  was  not  shewn  that  he  took  more  than  half.  Upon  these  facts 
Ij  the  learned  judge,  at  the  trial,  ruled  that  each  having  a joint  interest  in 
1 1 the  whole  crops,  and  a right  to  enter  for  the  purpose  of  harvesting,  the 
( j one  could  not  maintain  trespass  against  the  other  : and  directed  a non- 
■i  I suit. 

I Wallhridge,  for  the  plaintiff,  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  non- 
; i suit,  on  leave  reserved,  and  cited  1 T.  E.  645  ; 7 T.  E.  130  ; 1 Saund. 

I 320,  note  4. 

Ross  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  as  the  plaintiff  and  defendant, 

I Mormon,  were  joint  tenants  of  the  farm  and  produce,  that  the  action  of 
I trespass  could  not  be  maintained,  and  therefore  the  nonsuit  was  right. 

I Eobinson,  C.  J. — This  seems  to  be  a hard  case  on  the  plaintiff,  but 
! we  are  of  opinion  that  we  cannot  help  him  by  setting  aside  the  nonsuit, 
i for  that  seems  to  have  been  properly  ordered  upon  the  facts  of  the  case. 

; If  the  plaintiff  has  not  taken  from  the  defendant,  Mormon,  any  such 
I undertaking  or  security  as  will  enable  him  to  pursue  a remedy  suited  to 
i the  case,  he  must  suffer  for  the  omission  ; if  he  has  an  agreement  binding 
: on  the  defendant,  he  must  have  recourse  to  that,  and  must  bring  his 
; action  against  the  defendant  upon  it.  But  it  is  clear  upon  the  issues 
joined,  the  defendants  must  succeed.  Mormon  and  the  plaintiff  were  for 
the  time,  and  until  the  crops  could  be  removed,  joint  occupiers  of  the 
plaintiff’s  farm,  and  had  a joint  interest  in  the  crops  that  had  been  put 
I in  by  their  joint  labour.  We  cannot  hold  upon  any  legal  principle  or 
I authority,  that  because  the  defendant  has  been  ejected  from  his  farm, 
and  the  plaintiff  cannot  in  consequence  have  the  advantages,  or  rather  all 
the  advantages  that  he  had  stipulated  for,  and  therefor  his  exclusive  right 
I to  possess  his  own  fields  returned  to  him,  and  that  he  could  from  that 
moment  keep  to  himself  all  the  crops  which  by  the  joint  labour  of  the  two 
1 had  been  put  in  on  his  farm.  It  might  not  be  just  either  in  its  effects, 
i to  hold  so  if  we  could,  for  there  might  not  be  any  correct  proportion 
between  the  injuries  that  would  be  suffered  by  the  one  and  the  other,  if 
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such  a course  were  taken.  It  is  clear  that  they  were  tenants  in  common 
of  the  fields  and  crops,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  sue  the  defendants  for 
doing  what  they  had  a right  to  do.  All  the  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff 
are  those  in  which  the  non-performance  of  conditions  precedent  were  in 
question,  but  they  do  not  touch  this  case.  Upon  the  same  principle  upon 
which  we  could  hold  this  tenant  to  be  a trespasser  for  entering  on  the 
plaintiff's  land,  and  taking  his  half  of  the  crops,  we  should  have  to  hold 
a tenant  a trespasser  for  entering  the  house  that  he  was  occupying,  as 
soon  as  it  might  become  manifest  to  his  landlord,  that  he  would  be  unable 
to  pay  his  rent. 

Eule  discharged. 


Meyers  v.  Marsh. 

Where  in  trespass  for  taking  away  mill  machinery,  mill  stones,  wheels,  &c.,  the 
defendant  pleaded  not  possessed,  and  it  appeared  that  the  injury  was  done  by 
severing  fixtures  in  the  mill  and  taking  them  away : Held  that  the  action  was 
well  brought,  as  when  they  were  severed  they  became  personal  property,  for 
whi  h the  owner  could  maintain  trespass 

Trespass,  for  entering  into  the  plaintiff’s  mills,  messuages,  lands  &c., 
being  part  of  Lot  1,  in  the  1st  concession  of  Sidney,  and  expelling  the 
plaintiff  from  the  possession,  &c.  2nd  count : for  taking  to  pieces  the 
said  grist-mills  of  the  plaintiff,  and  taking  and  carrying  away  the  fixtures, 
mill  stones,  wheels,  &c.,  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  grist-mill,  and  con- 
verting and  disposing  of  them  to  his  own  use.  To  the  first  count  the 
defendant  demurred,  and  the  plaintiff  entered  a nolle  prosequi  to  it  ; to 
the  second  count,  he  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  not  possessed ; on  which 
the  plaintiff  took  issue.  At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  he  had 
recovered  in  ejectment  for  these  premises  against  one  Daniel  Toleman, 
the  demise  being  laid  for  the  1st  of  November,  1842,  under  which  judg- 
ment and  the  writ  of  possession  thereon,  he  was  put  in  possession  in 
August,  1843.  In  the  month  of  June,  preceding,  this  defendant,  with  a 
number  of  persons  whom  he  persuaded  to  assist  him,  took  out  the  mill 
stones  and  machinery,  and  destroyed  some  of  the  wood-work,  saying  that 
the  property  was  his,  and  that  he  had  bought  it  from  Toleman.  The 
defendant’s  counsel  contended  that  the  things  taken  were  not  fixtures 
when  converted,  and  being  in  possession  of  the  defendant  when  they 
ceased  to  be  fixtures,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  under  the  second 
count.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  XlOO  damages.  Against 
this  verdict, 

Reid^  for  the  defendant,  moved,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was 
contrary  to  the  law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection,  and  also  o affi  - 
davits,  which  however  were  not  entitled  in  this  cause,  having  been  used 
in  a former  suit. 

Meyers,  in  person,  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — Theaffidvaits  not  being  entitled  in  this  cause,  can- 
not be  read.  They  furnish,  however,  no  ground  for  an  interference  with 
this  verdict;  for  if  we  could  receive  and  act  upon  them,  they  only  shew 
that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  was  bound  by  an  understanding  between 
him  and  the  attorney  for  Toleman,  in  the  ejectment,  that  he  would  not 
follow  up  the  judgment  in  ejectment,  by  an  action  for  mesne  profits.  But 
bringing  this  action  is  not  a departure  from  that  agreement.  It  is  not  an 
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action  for  mesne  profits,  but  an  action  brought  against  this  defendant,  for 
a very  high-handed  and  malicious  trespass  in  stepping  in  officiously  to 
deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  fruits  of  his  j udgment  in  ej  ectment , by  wickedly 
destroying  the  works  and  machinery  of  the  mill,  which  he  had  just 
recovered  in  that  action,  before  he  could  obtain  possession  under  the  writ. 
The  damage  occasioned  by  this  outrageous  act,  was  estimated  by  compe- 
tent judges  examined  at  the  trial,  at  as  large  a sum  as  that  found  by  the 
j ury j and  it  is  evident,  that  the  j ustice  of  the  case  is  with  the  plaintiff. 
To  shew  the  plaintiff ^s  right  to  the  property;  the  judgment  in  ejectment 
was  produced;  and  as  the  defendant  at  the  very  time  he  was  destroying 
the  mill,  gave  as  reason,  that  he  could  do  as  he  liked  with  his  own,  and 
that  he  had  bought  of  Toleman,  this  established  such  a privity  between 
him  and  the  defendant  in  the  ejectment,  as  was  sufficient  to  make  the 
judgment  in  ejectment  evidence  of  the  plaintiff’s  title,  though  perhaps  not 
conclusive  evidence.  But  the  only  objection  on  which  the  defendant 
relied  at  the  trial  was,  that  as  the  things  destroyed  were  fixtures  just 
before  their  destruction,  they  were  not  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff 
as  chattels  at  any  time,  but  were  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  the 
moment  he  had  separated  them  from  the  freehold.  That  argument,  how- 
ever, comes  with  a bad  grace  from  the  defendant,  and  can  not  avail  him. 
The  case  of  Earrant  v.  Thompson,  {a)  is  a direct  authority  against  him. 
That  was  an  action  of  trover  for  mill  machinery,  and  the  court,  upon  a 
question  which  arose  at  the  trial,  observed  that  the  machinery  while 
annexed  to  the  mill,  formed  part  of  the  inheritance,  “and  when  wrongfully 
severed,  became  the  property  of  the  reversioner.”  Bayley,  J.,  says  in  the 
same  case,  “Trees  are  parcel  of  the  inheritance,  of  which  the  tenant  has 
the  use  during  the  term.  If  however  they  are  separated  by  his  own 
wrongful  act,  or  by  the  act  of  God,  they  become  absolutely  vested  in  the 
person  who  has  the  next  estate  of  inheritance.  They  them  become  his 
goods  and  chattels.  Here  the  removal  was  intended  to  be  permanent, 
and  the  chattels  when  severed  wrongfully,  did  not  thereby  become  the 
property  of  the  wrong-doer,  but  of  the  landlord.”  Holroyd,  J.,  is  more 
explicit  if  possible,  holding  that  the  landlord  has  the  right  to  the  imme- 
diate possession  of  the  chattels  wrongfully  severed.  And  in  this  case  it  is 
evident  that  the  defendant.  Marsh,  did  not  acquire  by  his  mere  outrageous 
act  of  trespass  in  destroying  these  things  after  he  had  severed  them, 
such  a possession  as  he  could  set  up  against  the  true  owner. 

Buie  discharged. 

Hill  v.  Stanton. 

Where  the  plaintiff  had  agreed  verbally  with  the  defendant  to  purchase  a piece 
of  land  from  him,  and  having  been  let  into  possession  by  him,  had  made  pay- 
ments on  account  of  the  purchase  money,  in  money  and  cattle,  and  the  defen- 
dant afterwards  sold  the  land  to  another  person,  promising  to  repay  to  the 
plaintiff  what  he  had  received  from  him:  Held,  thit  on  his  refusing  afterwards 
to  do  so,  the  plaintiff  could  recover  the  amount  from  him  in  an  action  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  for  money  paid. 

Assumpsit  on  the  common  counts.  Plea:  general  issue.  It  was  proved 
at  the  trial,  that  the  defendant  verbally  agreed'  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff 
a part  of  his  farm,  at  ten  dollars  per  aore;  that  the  plaintiff  had 
{a)  5 B.  & ALMq. 
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been  allowed  to  go  into  possession  and  to  make  improvements,  and  that 
be  bad  let  the  defendant  have,  on  account  of  tbe  payments  be  was  to 
make,  a borse,  a yoke  of  oxen,  and  other  things,  and  bad  paid  small 
sums  of  money,  altogether  amounting  to  57^.  9s.;  that  the  defendant  af- 
terwards changed  his  mind,  and  utterly  refused  to  comply  with  his 
agreement,  giving  as  an  excuse  that  he  could  not  consent  to  part  with  so 
large  a portion  of  his  farm.  It  was  shown  that  he  fully  admitted  that 
he  had  received  these  payments  in  goods  and  money  on  account,  and 
that  he  promised  to  repay  them.  He  had  in  the  meantime  conveyed  I 

the  land  to  his  own  grandson.  It  was  objected  at  the  trial,  that  the  plaintiff  | 

could  not  recover  for  money  paid  or  goods  sold  and  delivered,  on  account  | 

of  a verbal  agreement  for  the  sale  of  lands,  void  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds;  1 

and  Barber  v.  Armstrong,  in  this  court,  (a)  was  cited  in  support  of  the  j 
objection.  The  learned  judge  over-ruled  the  objection  and  the  jury  gave  i| 
a verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  57^.  9s. 

Sherwood^  S.  G.,  having  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  for  misdi- 
rection, and  the  verdict*being  contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  contended 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  treat  the  delivery  of  the  cattle,  after  the  con-  | 

tract  was  rescinded  between  the  parties,  as  goods  sold  and  delivered,  I 

and  he  cited  Barber  v.  Armstrong  in  support  of  his  position,  as  there  the  ! 

court  had  refused  to  sustain  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  to  j 

recover  back  a sum  that  had  been  paid  on  a contract  for  the  sale  of  lands  | 

void  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  | 

Crawford  shewed  cause, — The  defendant  was  morally  bound  to  repay 
the  plaintiff  for  the  advances  which  he  had  made  to  him  on  the  purchase,  j 
when  the  defendant  determined  to  rescind  the  contract;  and  that  moral  i 
obligation  is  sufficient  to  support  the  promise  which  the  defendant  after-  j 
wards  made.  The  plaintiff  could  not  sue  in  any  other  way  for  the  value  | 
of  the  cattle,  except  as  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  the  effect  of  the  | 

. defendant’s  promise  to  pay  him  his  money  back,  must  be  such  as  to 
enable  him  to  maintain  this  action. 

Eobinson,  C.  j. — Upon  the  argument,  it  was  endeavoured  to  bring  j 
this  case  within  the  principle  of  a case  of  Barber  v.  Armstrong,  decided 
in  this  court  some  terms  ago,  but  the  facts  are  wholly  unlike.  There  j 
the  seller  of  the  estate  had  not  acted  capriciously  or  unfairly,  or  shewn  a 
disposition  to  recede  Irom  his  bargain,  but  the  buyer,  having  verbally 
agreed  to  purchase  the  land,  and  made  payments  on  account,  imagined 
that,  without  any  thing  having  occurred  to  change  his  position,  he  could, 
at  his  pleasure,  compel  the  vendor  to  refund  what  he  received,  merely  on 
the  ground  that  he  had  paid  it  on  an  agreement  which  was  void  by  the 
Statute  of  Frauds;  in  other  words,  that  he  could  recover  back money  which  | 
he  had  paid  with  a knowledge  of  all  the  circumstances.  In  this  case,  the  j 
seller  has  chosen  to  recede  from  his  bargain,  and  to  convey  to  another  ij 
the  land  which  he  was  morally,  if  not  legally,  bound  to  convey  to  the  j; 
plaintiff.  It  is  not  surprising  that,  acting  in  that  spirit,  he  felt  the  pro-  li 
priety  of  repaying  to  the  plaintiff  the  amount  that  he  had  received  from  I 
him;  and  it  was  proved  that  he  promised  to  do  so.  One  objection  raised  |! 
is,  that  the  payments  were  in  cattle,  at  least  for  the  most  part,  and  that  |w 
the  plaintiff  cannot  sue  for  their  value  as  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  W 


(a)  Trinity  Term,  1844. 
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because  they  were  not  in  fact  sold.  But  we  think  that  the  fair  effect  of 
the  defendant’s  promise  to  pay  hack  the  value  of  what  he  had  received 
was,  to  authorize  the  plaintiff  to  treat  the  cattle  which  had  been  delivered 
on  the  repudiated  bargain,  as  goods  sold.  As  a person  whose  goods 
have  been  tortiously  taken  from  him,  may  waive  the  trespass,  and  con- 
sider them  as  goods  sold,  so,  with  much  more  reason  may  the  plaintiff 
in  this  case,  sue  for  these  goods  as  sold,  when  the  defendant  has  agreed 
to  place  the  transaction  on  that  footing,  and  to  pay  their  value.  Affida- 
vits have  been  filed  in  this  case,  but  the  rule  was  not  moved  on  affidavits, 
and  so  far  as  any  thing  is  stated  in  them,  which  could  place  the  matter  on 
more  favourable  ground  for  the  defendant,  there  is  no  reason  shewn  why 
the  same  facts  were  not  proved  at  the  trial. 

Rule  discharged. 


Gunn  v.  Gillespie. 

i 

If  goods  are  sent  to  an  auctioneer  to  sell,  and  the  principal  afterwards  directs  the 
auctioneer  not  to  sell  them,  but  the  goods  still  remain  in  his  possession,  and 
are  purchased  boni,  fide  by  a third  party,  who  has  no  notice  whatever  of  the 
revocation  of  the  auctioneer’s  authority,  such  sale  is  good. 

Trover  for  a piano  forte.  The  defendant  pleads  that  the  plaintiff  sold 
the  piano  forte  to  him,  which  the  plaintiff  denies.  The  facts  were  that 
the  plaintiff  had  left  the  piano  forte  with  an  auctioneer  to  dispose  of  for 
him,  instructing  him,  as  he  found  he  could  not  get  more,  to  take  £i0  for 
it.  The  article  remaining  on  hand,  the  plaintiff  instructed  the  auctioneer 
to  pack  it  up  and  send  it  to  him  at  Hamilton.  Before  this  was  done,  an 
offer  of  £40  was  made  by  the  defendant  to  the  auctioneer,  which  he  hesi- 
tated about  accepting,  as  he  had  been  directed  to  send  it  back  to  the 
plaintiff;  but  conceiving,  as  he  swore  on  the  trial,  that  he  was  only  di- 
rected to  send  it  to  Hamilton  because  he  seemed  unable  to  get  £40  for 
it,  and  the  plaintiff  not  being  at  hand  to  refer  to,  he  accepted  the  defen- 
dant’s offer,  and  sold  him  the  piano  forte.  The  jury  found  a verdict  for 
the  defendant,  which 

H.  Smith  for  the  plaintiff,  moved  to  set  aside,  as  being  contrary  to  law 
and  evidence, 

J,  A.  Macdonald  for  defendant.  The  question  is  whether,  as  the  auc- 
tioneer was  once  authorised  to  sell,  and  had  the  piano  forte  then  for  that 
purpose,  the  vendee  is  not  protected  in  his  purchase,  notwithstanding  a 
revocation  of  authority,  of  which  he  had  no  notice.  He  purchased  from 
an  auctioneer,  a person  who  was  in  the  habit  of  disposing  of  goods,  which 
were  left  with  him  for  the  purposes  of  sale,  and  whose  possession  of  them 
alone  was  sufficient  to  make  the  defendant  consider  that  he  had  authority 
to  sell  them,  and  the  defendant  never  had  any  notice  that  such  authority 
was  revoked.  Pickering  v.  Busk  et  ah,  {a)  is  an  authority  in  favour 
of  the  defendant. 

H.  Smith  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  plaintiff  gave  notice  to  the 
auctioneer,  that  his  authority  was  at  an  end,  and  afterwards  the  auc- 
tioneer had  no  longer  any  power  to  sell,  and  the  defendant  who  purchased 
after  the  revocation,  became  responsible  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  not  a 


{a)  15  E.  R.  38. 
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sale  in  market  overt,  and  the  plaintiff  can  have  no  better  title  than  the 
person  who  sold  to  him  could  give,  and  as  he  was  only  an  agent,  and  has 
authority  had  been  determined  before  the  sale,  the  defendant  is  liable  in 
this  action.  He  cited  Dickenson  v.  Haul,  (a) 

Eobinson,  C.  J.— The  defendant  is,  in  our  opinion,  entitled  to  retain 
his  verdict.  He  cannot  claim  to  he  regarded  in  the  same  light  as  a pur- 
chaser in  market  overt,  but  upon  thn  equitable  principle  on  which  the 
case  of  Pickering  v.  Busk  et  al.,  (h)  was  decided,  and  which  has  been 
often  affirmed,  as  in  the  case  of  Dyer  et  al.  v.  Pearson  et  al.  (c)  if  chattels 
are  sent  to  repository,  or  to  the  rooms  of  an  auctioneer  or  broker,  to  he 
sold,  so  that  it  may  he  said  that  the  owner  by  placing  them  in  the  hands 
of  a person  whose  well  known  huisness  it  is  to  dispose  of  them,  has 
enabled  such  person  to  hold  himself  out  to  the  world  as  having  a right  to 
sell,  then  the  purchaser  may  he  protected,  even  though  it  should  he  after- 
wards shewn,  that  the  auctioneer  acted  in  disregard  of  instructions  received 
from  the  owner.  There  is  in  this  respect  a difference  in  the  measure  of 
protection  which  it  has  been  though  just  to  afford  to  the  purchaser,  where 
he  buys  from  a general  agent  acting  in  the  usual  way  of  his  business,  or 
from  a special  agent  only  appointed  to  act  in  a particular  case.  And  it 
would  he  hard  if  it  were  otherwise.  In  this  case,  for  instance,  it  was 
stated  in  the  argument,  and  not  denied,  that  the  auctioneer  has  become 
insolvent ; and  the  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  shall 
hear  the  loss.  It  is  surely  more  reasonable  that  the  plaintiff  should,  who, 
by  placing  the  piano  forte  in  the  hands  of  the  auctioneer  for  sale,  enabled 
him  to  hold  himself  out  as  authorized  in  the  common  routine  of  his 
daily  business  to  transfer  the  property,  than  that  the  purchaser,  having 
paid  the  £40,  in  the  full  belief,  which  all  appearances  justified,  that  he 
was  buying  what  was  placed  there  for  sale,  should  have  the  goods  after- 
wards taken  from  him,  on  the  ground  that  the  owner  had  revoked  his 
instructions ; though  that  revocation  might  be  entirely  unknown  to  any 
one  but  himself  and  the  auctioneer.  It  was  indeed  sworn  by  the  auc- 
tioneer, who  gave  evidence  on  the  trial,  that  when  the  defendant  made 
his  offer,  for  the  instant  he  hesitated  to  accept  it,  on  account  of  the 
instruction  which  had  been  given  him  to  send  the  article  to  Hamilton, 
but  that  considering,  on  reflection,  that  such  instruction  had  been  only 
given  to  him  because  he  seemed  unable  to  find  a purchrser,  he  thought 
he  should  be  acting  agreeably  to  the  wishes  of  the  owner  if  he  should 
accept  the  offer.  How  if,  when  he  felt  the  hesitation,  he  had  made  this 
defendant  aware  of  what  had  passed  between  him  and  the  plaintiff,  then 
it  might  be  said  that  the  defendant,  knowing  the  difficulty,  would  have 
purchased  at  the  risk  of  the  sale  being  approved  of  or  not  by  the  owner; 
but  it  was  not  even  attempted  to  be  proved  that  the  defendant  had  any 
intimation  of  the  kind.  Under  these  circumstances  as  they  appeared  in 
evidence,  though  the  auctioneer  may  not  have  acted  correctly,  as  indeed 
his  letters  to  the  plaintiff,  written  since  the  sale,  might  lead  us  to  con- 
clude, and  although  the  plaintiff  may  have  reason  to  complain  that  he  is 
unfairly  used  in  the  transaction  ; yet,  nothing  wrong  appearing  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  we  think  we  ought  not  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
which  the  jury  have  given  him.  Ho  complaint  is  made  of  the  direction 

(a)  4 B.  & Ad.  638.  (h)  15  E.  E.  38.  {c)  3 B.  & C.  38, 
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given  by  the  learned  j udge  ; indeed  the  point  Was  left  to  be  discusse  d 
j here  upon  the  finding  of  the  Jury,  that^  the  instructions  to  sell  had  been 
in  fact  revoked,  but  that  the  defendant  purchased  in  ignorance  of  the 
J revocation. 

! Rule  discharged. 


I Doe  Dettrick  et  al.  v.  Dettrick. 

! Semble. — Where  a party  is  let  into  the  possession  of  land  under  a contract  to 
I purchase,  and  failing  to  make  good  the  payments  for  the  land,  still  remains 
I in  possession,  such  possession,  although  it  would  at  the  end  of  the  period  of 
limitation  bar  the  vendor's  right  to  recover  in  ejectment,  if  there  were  no 
acknowledgment  of  his  title,  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a disseisin,  and  until  such 
period  of  limitation  has  expired,  the  vendor  has  good  right  to  convey  without 
first  recovering  possession. 

Ejectment  for  lands  in  Grantham.  The  case  is  this:  Walter  Dettrick,. 
one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  was  seised  in  fee  of  this  land,  and  con- 
tracted to  sell  it  to  the  defendant,  Robert  Dettrick,  in  consideration  of 
his  making  certain  payments.  The  defendant  was  allowed  to  go  intO' 
possession  under  his  purchase,  and  held  possession  for  twelve  or  thirteen 
years,  but  failed  in  his  payments.  There  was  no  stipulation  giving  him 
a right  to  go  into  possession,  it  was  merely  permitted.  He  held  under  a 
bond  from  Walter  Dettrick,  dated  14th  of  June,  1832,conditioned  to  mako 
him  a title,  if  he  made  his  payments.  The  land  was  sold  to  the  defendant 
for  £250,  of  which  he  paid  £100,  in  July,  1833.  In  consequence  of 
the  defendant  not  having  fulfilled  his  contract,  Walter  Dettrick,  in  Sep- 
tember, 1844,  sold  and  conveyed  the  land  to  John  O’Connor,  the  other 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  It  was  contended  at  the  trial,  that  Walter  Dettrick 
having  conveyed  the  land  to  O’Connor,  there  could  be  no  recovery  on  the 
j demise  laid  to  him,  and,  that  O’Connor  could  not  recover  because  at  the 
time  of  his  taking  his  deed  from  Walter  Dettrick,  the  defendant  was  in 
possession  adversely  to  Walter  Dettrick ; that  he  must  be  so  regarded, 
under  Provincial  Statute  4th  Will.  IV.,  ch.  1,  at  the  expiration  of  a year 
after  he  had  failed  in  paying  his  instalments.  The  learned  judge  ruled 
that  there  could  not  be  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demise  of  Walter 
Dettrick,  but  directed  a verdict  for  him  on  the  demise  of  O’Connor  •, 
reserving  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  for  a nonsuit  on  the  objection 
respecting  the  title. 

y.  Hillyard  Cameron  having  accordingly  obtained  a rule  nisi. 

Eccles  shewed  cause. — This  is  not  a case  which  comes  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Statutes  of  Maintenance,  nor  would  the  deed  objected  ta 
here  be  void  at  common  law.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  a perfect 
right  to  recover  on  one  of  the  demises  laid  in  the  declaration.  If  the 
deed  to  O’Connor  were  bad  on  account  of  the  objections  urged  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant,  then  the  title  must  still  remain  in  Dettrick,  and  he 
would  be  entitled  to  recover  on  that  demise. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  defendant  contends 
that  the  19th  clause  of  the  Real  Property  Act,  4 Will.  IV.,  ch.  1,  has  the 
effect  of  preventing  a person  in  the  position  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
Dettrick  stands  in  to  this  defendant,  making  any  conveyance  until  he 
regains  the  actual  possession  of  the  land  that  he  intends  to  convey.  The 
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defendant,  when  he  went  into  possession  of  the  land,  became  tenant  at^ 
will  to  his  vendor,  but  by  the  19th  clause  of  the  act,  that  tenancy  : 
expired  at  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  its  commencement,  or  rather 
from  the  time  when  the  last  payment  on  the  purchase  was  made  by  the 
defendant.  From  that  period,  therefore,  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
would  begin  to  run,  and  if  twenty  years  had  passed  away  without  any 
change  in  the  situation  of  the  parties,  the  defendant  would  have  acquired 
a title  which  his  vendor  could  not  have  disturbed. — Doe  detn.  Bennett  v. 
Turner  (a).  During  all  the  period  of  twenty  years  the  possession  must 
be  adverse,  or  it  will  not  avail  under  the  statute ; and  the  very  term 
^‘adverse  ” is  used  in  several  clauses  of  the  statute.  An  adverse  posses- 
sion by  a party  claiming  title  would  prevent  another  person  claiming  title 
from  making  a valid  deed  to  a third  party,  without  first  obtaining  the 
actual  possession  ; and  the  effect  of  this  statute  must  be  to  make  the  pos- 
session of  the  same  adverse  nature,  when  the  statute  makes  the  title  good 
to  the  occupant,  after  such  a possession  for  twenty  years.  The  defendant 
has  a verdict  on  the  demise  of  Dettrick,  and  if  O’Connor’s  deed  is  bad, 
he  must  be  entitled  to  a nonsuit,  as  he  will  then  have  succeeded  on  both 
demises  j and  at  any  rate  it  would  be  doubtful  whether,  although  the  deed 
to  O’Connor  is  void,  so  as  to  prevent  its  acting  upon  the  possession,  it 
would  not  be  binding  as  between  Dettrick  and  him,  and  require  a re-con- 
veyance before  Dettrick  could  attempt  to  resume  the  possession  upon  his 
former  title. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — I do  not  at  present  assent  to  the  argument,  that 
because  our  Real  Property  Act  of  1834,  following  the  example  set  in 
England,  has  made  twenty  years’  dispossession,  or  rather  discontinuance 
of  possession,  an  absolute  bar  to  the  owner,  unless  his  title  has  been 
recognized  in  writing,  it  must  therefore  follow,  that  any  time  after  the 
statute  has  begun  to  run,  the  possession  must  be  taken  to  be  adverse. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  when  the  twenty  years  are  run  out,  then  all  ques- 
tions about  the  occupation  having  been  adverse  or  permissive,  are  preclu- 
ded, and  the  title  of  the  owner  is  extinguished,  unless  he  can  shew  such 
recognition  of  it,  or  disability  in  pursuing  it  in  the  meantime,  as  the 
statute  requires  ; but  that  it  must  therefore  follow  as  a consequence,  that 
at  any  time  within  the  twenty  years  and  as  soon  as  the  statute  has  begun 
to  run,  the  possession  must  be  taken  to  be  adverse,  so  that  the  owner 
must  be  considered  as  disseised,  and  disabled  from  conveying,  whatever 
may  have  been  the  verbal  understanding  on  which  the  occupant  ha««  been^ 
permitted  to  hold  possession,  this  is  what  I do  not  by  any  means  consider 
to  have  been  the  meaning  or  effect  of  the  statute.  This  is  nevertheless 
a very  important  question,  and  one  which  may  occur  in  almost  number- 
less instances  in  this  country,  in  cases  like  that  before  us,  where  a person 
has  been  let  into  possession  on  a contract  to  purchase,  and  has  faded  in 
his  payments,  so  that  a proprietor  has  a right  to  resume  the  possession  of 
his  land,  or  to  look  out  for  another  purchaser.  What  is  contended  in 
this  case  is,  that  wherever,  under  such  circumstances,  the  vendor  has 
good-naturedly  allowed  the  defaulter  to  remain  in  possession  a year  after 
his  default,  so  that  the  statute  has  begun  to  run,  he  must  be  regarded  as 
being  disseised  and  unable  to  convey,  and  this  although  the  other  has 


(a)  7 M.  & W.,  226, 
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never  set  him  at  defiance  or  disclaimed  to  hold  under  him,  and  never 
<}laimed  title  in  himself.  But  it  is  obviously  unnecessary  to  decide  such 
a point  in  the  case  now  under  consideration,  because  the  motion  is  for  a 
nonsuit,  and  it  is  impossible  that  it  should  be  granted  in  any  view  of  the 
case,  for  there  is  a double  demise,  and  the  plaintiffs  must  inevitably  suc- 
ceed under  one  or  the  other.  If  it  be  true  that  Walter  Dettrick’s  deed 
to  O’Connor  could  pass  no  estate  because  the  defendant  was  in  adverse 
possession  at  the  time,  then  of  course  it  must  follow  that  he  continues 
seised  of  the  estate,  and  the  plaintiffs  will  be  entitled  to  a verdict  on  his 
demise.  The  rule  for  a nonsuit  must  therefore  be  discharged,  and  the 
verdict  as  it  stands  is  consistent  with  the  justice  of  the  case,  and  I think 
also  with  law. 

Eule  discharged. 


Boeeowman  V.  Mitchell  et  al. 

Where  in  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit  it  appeared  that  the  land,  for  the  trespass 
to  which  the  action  was  brought,  had  been  used  for  some  years  as  a public 
road,  although  it  was  wholly  on  the  plaintiff’s  land,  the  public  allowance  for 
road  not  having  been  found  suitable,  and  afterwards  by  an  order  of  the  magis- 
trates in  sessions  a new  road  was  laid  out,  also  on  the  plaintiff's  land,  but 
nearer  to  the  public  allowance,  and  the  plaintiff  then  stopped  up  the  first 
road,  but  the  defendants  cut  down  some  trees  which  had  been  used  to  block  it 
up,  and  dug  up  the  soil.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  maintain 
trespass  against  them. 

Trespass  quare  clausum  fregit  on  lot  Ho.  15,  5th  concession  of  Lanark. 
General  issue  by  both  defendants  by  statute.  The  following  are  the  facts 
of  the  case: — The  plaintiff  owns  lot  Ho.  15  in  the  5th  concession  of 
Lanark.  The  public  allowance  for  road  between  lots  Hos.  15  and  16 
not  being  suitable,  a road  was  made  ten  or  twelve  years  ago  parallel  to  it 
and  wholly  on  the  plaintiff’s  land;  this  was  opened  and  generally  used, 
and  statute  labour  had  been  done  upon  it,  but  not  till  long  after  the  Eoad 
Act  of  1810.  In  1841  it  was  proposed  to  lay  the  road  out  in  a new 
place,  nearer  to  the  public  allowance,  but  still  on  the  plaintiff’s  land;  and 
in  the  June  sessions  of  that  year,  upon  the  report  of  the  road  surveyor, 
the  proposed  new  road  was  adopted  by  the  justices,  and  it  was  ordered 
that  the  old  line  should  be  given  to  the  plaintiff  as  a compensation.  The 
new  line  was  therefore  opened,  and  has  long  since  been  publicly  used; 
and  the  plaintiff,  conceiving  himself  entitled  to  resume  possession  of  the 
piece  of  land  formerly  used  as  the  road  over  his  lot,  stopped  it  up.  In 
June,  1844,  these  defendants  insisted  upon  clearing  it  and  working  upon 
it,  though  forbidden  by  the  plaintiff,  and  cut  trees  which  had  been  felled 
to  block  up  the  road,  and  dug  up  the  ground;  for  which  alleged  trespasses 
this  action  was  brought.  It  was  contended  by  the  defendants  at  the  trial, 
that  until  it  could  be  shewn  that  the  old  line  of  road  had  been  actually 
conveyed  by  deed  to  the  plaintiff,  under  the  statute  (a),  the  title  to  it, 
remains  in  the  crown.  The  learned  judge  over-ruled  the  objection,  not 
considering  that  provision  applicable  to  this  case.  The  jury  gave  their 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  <£45  damages;  and  the  defendant  has  moved 


(a)  50  Geo.  III.  ch.  1,  sec.  9. 
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to  enter  a nonsuit  on  leave  reserved  at  the  trial,  or  for  a new  trial*  oh  the 
law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection. 

Sherwood,  Solicitor  General,  for  plaintiff. 

A . Wilson  for  defendants. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  a correct  view  was  taken  of 
this  case  at  the  trial,  and  that  the  verdict  is  right.  The  first  road  which 
was  opened  upon  the  plaintifi’s  land,  ten  or  twelve  years  ago,  was  never 
a road  established  by  any  public  authority.  It  was  no  public  allowance, 
nor  had  it  been  invested  with  the  character  of  a highway  under  an_y  of 
the  provisions  contained  in  the  statute  50  Geo.  III.  ch.  I,  for  neither 
statute  labour  nor  public  money  had,  before  the  passing  of  that  act,  been 
applied  upon  it.  It  may  be  admitted  that  sufficient  use  of  it  had  been 
enjoyed  by  the  public,  with  the  plaintiff’s  consent,  to  make  it  a dedica- 
tion binding  upon  him,  so  that  he  could  not  at  his  pleasure  have  excluded 
the  public  from  it;  but  all  the  right  the  public  or  these  defendants,  as 
part  of  the  public,  had  in  it,  was  the  right  to  pass  over  it;  and  when,  in 
1841,  the  justices,  upon  a public  application  to  them,  ordered  a new  line 
to  be  opened  on  the  plaintiff’s  land  intended  to  serve  as  a road  between 
the  same  points,  and  directed  the  road  formerly  used  to  be  given  up  to 
the  plaintiff,  he  then  of  course  became  entitled  to  the  exclusive  enjoy- 
ment of  what  was  always  his  own  soil,  and  the  defendants  had  no  pre 
fence  for  trespassing  upon  it.  The  one  road  was  clearly  intended  to  be 
substituted  for  the  other,  and  it  would  be  unreasonable  and  oppressive 
to  insist  on  the  use  of  both.  When  a person  has  voluntarily  allowed  the 
public  to  enjoy  a way  over  his  land;  or  when,  from  a flood  or  other  cause, 
the  public  are  driven  to  abandon  the  proper  road,  and  of  necessity  to  en- 
croach upon  private  property  adjoining,  then,  if  the  proprietor  in  the  first 
case  gives  to  the  public  a new  road,  which  they  accept  and  use  in  the 
place  of  the  other;  or  if,  in  the  latter  case,  the  flood  has  subsided,  or  the 
old  road  has  been  in  any  other  manner  restored  and  made  passable,  then 
the  road  formerly  used  no  longer  continues  a public  highway,  but  the 
proprietor  holds  the  soil  free  from  the  easement.  This  case  is  within  the 
same  principle,  and  on  the  clearest  ground,  because  here  the  new  road, 
which  all  passes  over  the  plaintiff’s  land,  was  substituted  tor  the  other, 
not  by  the  mere  act  of  the  plaintiff,  but  at  the  instance  of  the  public, 
or  by  public  authority. 

Rule  discharged. 


McFattridge,  Administrator,  &c.,  v.  Talbert  et  al. 

Where  a covenant  was  contained  in  a lease  that  the  lessee  should  erect  a building 
on  the  demised  premises  during  the  term;  “provided  always,  and  it  is  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  these  presents,  and  the  parties  thereunto,  that  at 
the  expiration  of  the  demise,  the  buildings  erected  shall  be  paid  for  at  the 
valuation  of  two  indifferent  persons,  under  oath,  one  to  be  chosen  by  each 
party,  &c  ” Held,  on  a plea  of  non  est  factum,  pleaded  to  a declaration  treat- 
ing the  part  of  the  lease  commencing  “provided  always”  as  a covenant,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover. 

This  action  was  brought  on  a covenant  contained  in  a lease  of  certain 
premises  in  Kingston,  made  by  the  defendants  and  others,  whom  they 
have  survived,  to  the  intestate  Edward  McFattridge,  for  twenty-one  years. 
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^ There  is  a covenant  in,  the  lease  the  lessee  that  he  will  erect,  during 
the  term,  a good  brick  or  stone  house,  of  two  stories  in  height,  and  keep 
' it  in  good  repair  till  the  end  of  the  term  ; and  then  there  follows,  ^‘Pro- 
vided always,  and  it  is  the.  true  intent  and  meaning  of  these  presents,  and 
the  parties  hereunto,  and  their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  that, 
at  the  expiration  of  this  present  demise,  the  buildings , erected  shall  be 
paid  for  at  the  valuation  of  two  indifferent  persons  under  oath,  to  be 
chosen  by  the  lessors  on  the  one  part,  and  the  lessee  on  the  other  part ; 

I and,  if  they  should  not  agree  that  they  shall  choose  a third,  and  the  deci- 
^ sion  of  the  majority  shall  be  final.'’  It  is  averred  in  the  declaration,  that, 
by  the  lease,  the  lessors  covenanted  that,  at  the  expiration  of  the  term, 

* they  would  pay  for  the  buildings  erected  on  the  said  lot,  &c.  ; that  the 
; lessee  in  his  lifetime  did  erect  a house,  &c.,  as  provided  in  the  agreement, 
i and  that  he  and  his  administrator  always  kept  the  same  in  repair  ; that 
: the  plaintiff,  as  administrator,  at  the  expiration  of  the  term,  required  the 
defendants  to  name  a person  to  value  the  buildings,  but  that  they  refused, 

I though  he  named  one  on  his  part,  and  was  always  ready  to  have  the 
I same  valued;  whereby  without  any  default  of  his,  it  has  been  impossible 
for  him  to  have  the  buildings  valued  according  to  agreement.  The  plain- 
i tiff  then  averred  that  the  building  was  of  great  value,  viz.,  <£600,  and 
I that  the  defendants  will  not  pay  him,  &c.  The  defendants  pleaded  “non 
: est  factum,”  and  contended  at  the  trial,  that  the  deed  contained  no  such 
covenant  as  that  in  the  declaration  set  forth  ; that  the  passage  in  the  in- 
^ strument  on  which  the  plaintiff  relied  was  a mere  proviso  on  which  no 
' action  could  be  maintained  as  on  a covenant.  The  learned  judge  reserved 
i the  point,  and  the  jury  gave  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  £521  5s.  4d., 
which  was  proved  by  a builder  to  be  the  value  of  the  building  erected  by 
one  McLaughlin,  the  assignee  of  the  term. 

J,  A.  McDonald,  for  the  plaintiff',  contended  that  the  covenant  as  set 
p forth  in  the  declaration,  was  clearly  contained  in  the  lease ; and  was  not, 
U as  was  contended  at  the  trial  by  the  defendants’  counsel,  a mere  proviso 
II  on  which  no  action  could  be  maintained. 

d H.  Smith  for  defendants. — There  is  no  express  covenant  in  the  lease 

I of  the  nature  declared  on  by  the  plaintiff ; and  the  defendants  are  therefore 
p:  entitled  to  succeed  on  the  plea  of  non  est  factum.  He  cited  Bacon’s 
|i  Abridgement,  Covenant  A. ; Platt  on  Covenants,  28 ; and  Yates  v. 

II  Ashton  (a),  and  Martin  v.  Wood,  in  this  court. 

i\  Robinson,  C.  J. — There  can  be  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  words 
li  used  in  the  part  of  the  instrument  sued  on,  amount  to  a covenant.  The 
1 1 very  authority  cited  by  the  defendants  (Bacon’s  Abridgement  Covenant  A.) 
i I abundantly  proves  it.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  word  “covenant”  or 
^ i “agree,”  should  be  used.  It  is  said  to  be  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
^ I parties  that  the  buildings  shall  be  paid  for  at  the  end  of  the  term.  That 
! is  express  and  explicit,  not  a mere  proviso  under  which  a defeasance  may 
I be  worked,  as  was  the  case  in  Martin  v.  Wood  in  this  court  (5),  which 
i was  referred  to  in  the  argument.  It  is  not  merely  stipulated  here  that, 

I if  the  landlord  do  or  omit  a certain  act,  certain  consequences  are  to  fol- 
j low : but  it  is  provided  absolutely  that  he  shall  do  it.  The  instrument 
j when  produced,  did  in  our  opinion  shew  such  a covenant  as  that  declared 


(a)  4Q  B.  182. 


{h)  Trinity  Term,  1840. 
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on;  and  the  merely  introducing  it  by  the  word  provided  does  not  make  it 
less  a covenant,  when  the  stipulation  is  positive.  This  case  is  clearly 
distinguishable  from  that  cited,  where  the  tenant  engaged  to  keep  tho 
house  in  repair,  provided  the  landlord  found  the  necessary  materials,  and 
where  it  was  held  that  covenant  would  not  lie  for  not  finding  the  materials^ 
{a).  Then  there  was  no  engagement  to  find  the  materials;  only,  if  the 
landlord  did  not  do  so,  he  could  not  insist  on  the  tenant  repairing,  because 
the  tenant’s  covenant  was  qualified  by  that  condition.  But  here  the 
tenant  was  to  build  the  house,  first,  and  wholly  at  his  own  charge ; not 
provided  the  landlord  furnished  the  money,  which  would  have  made  it  a 
mere  condition  qualifying  the  engagement.  And,  after  the  twenty-one 
years  were  out,  the  intent  of  the  parties  is  expressed  to  be,  that  he  shall 
he  paid  for  it  by  valuation.  The  meaning  of  this  is  plain,  and  it  requires 
no  particular  form  of  words  to  create  a covenant.  We  confine  ourselves 
to  the  single  point  presented  by  the  special  case.  The  plaintiff  should 
have  succeeded,  in  our  opinion,  on  the  plea  of  non  est  factum. 

Postea  to  the  plaintiff. 


McMahon  v.  Campbell. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  who  had  been  let  into  the  possession  of  land,  on  an  agree- 
ment to  purchase,  contracted  with  another  to  sell  him  a quantity  of  standing 
timber  at  so  much  a tree,  which  was  to  be  paid  for  before  the  timber  was  taken 
off  the  land,  and  the  defendant  purchased  the  timber  from  the  vendee  after 
he  had  made  about  12,000  feet  of  it  on  the  land,  agreeing  to  pay  the  plaintiff 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  vendee  had  done ; and  the  plaintiff  having  failed 
in  making  his  payments  for  the  land,  the  defendant  became  the  purchaser  in 
fee  from  his  vendor,  and  then  refusing  to  pay  for  the  timber,  the  plaintiff  sued 
him  for  its  value  as  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  the  judge  at  the  trial 
directed  the  jury  that  rhe  action  should  have  been  brought  on  the  special 
agreement,  but  they  notwithstanding  found  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff — the 
court  refused  to  grant  a new  trial,  as  substantial  justice  had  been  done  between 
the  parties,  and  the  defendant  was  not  allowed  to  raise  an  objection  in  banc, 
that  the  action  was  not  maintainable,  as  he  was  the  owner  of  the  land,  as  he 
had  not  raised  that  point  at  the  trial. 

Assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  also  for  goods  bargained 
and  sold,  with  a count  on  an  account  stated.  The  defendant  pleaded 
the  general  issue.  The  facts  of  the  case  were  these  : — The  plaintiff  had 
bargained  with  a third  person  for  some  land,  and  was  allowed  by  the 
vendor  to  go  into  possession,  upon  his  undertaking  to  make  certain  pay- 
ments, and,  on  the  completion  of  these  payments,  he  was  to  receive  a title. 
While  he  was  thus  possessed  he  agreed  to  sell  a quantity  of  the  standing 
timber  to  Mr.  Wilkins,  which  the  latter  was  to  pay  for  before  he  drew  it 
away.  Wilkins  having  made  12,000  feet  of  squared  timber  on  the  land, 
sold  it  as  it  lay  there  to  the  defendant,  who  was  told  by  the  plaintiff  that 
he  should  not  remove  it  till  he  paid  for  it,  and  the  defendant  promised 
that  he  would  pay  for  it  a certain  price  per  stump,  which  Wilkins  had 
engaged  to  pay.  The  defendant,  however,  afterwards  purchased  the  fee 
simple  of  the  land  from  the  person  who  had  agreed  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff, 
the  purchase  money  not  having  been  paid  by  the  plaintiff  according  to  his 
baxgain,  and  thenJhe  claimed  to  hold  the  timber  as  his,  and  without  pay- 


{a)  Bac,  Ab.  Cov.  A. 
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ing  for  it  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  objected  by  the  defendant  at  the  trial, 
!,  that  there  was  no  sale  of  square  timber  to  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff, 
nothing  but  a sale  to  Wilkins  of  the  right  to  cut  standing  trees  at  so 
much  a tree,  and  the  defendant  merely  came  in  place  of  Wilkins,  as  to 
this  contract  with  the  plaintiff,  when  he  bought  the  timber  from 
Wilkins.  Secondly,  that  the  defendant  took  the  timber  on  a claim  of 
right  at  last,  and  not  on  any  agreement.  The  learned  judge  thought 
there  should  have  been  a special  action  brought  on  the  agreement,  for 
what  is  called  in  America  stumpage,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  as  for  goods  sold  ; and  would  have  nonsuited  plaintiff,  but  the 
nonsuit  was  declined,  and  the  case  went  to  the  jury  upon  a direction  that 
the  plaintiff,  having  a lien  upon  the  timber  for  what  is  called  stumpage 
under  his  agreement  with  Wilkins,  and  the  defendant  having,  on  his  pur- 
chase from  Wilkins,  agreed  to  pay  this  charge  as  the  condition  of  his 
taking  the  timber,  he  afterwards  drew  away  the  timber,  against  the  plain- 
tiff’s will,  without  paying  for  it,  setting  up  a claim  under  an  alleged 
purchase  of  the  land,  that  the  timber,  in  its  state  as  chattels,  never  was 
the  plaintiff’s ; but,  if  it  had  been,  and  he  had  sold  it  to  the  defendant,  to 
be  paid  for  before  removal,  and  the  latter  had  forcibly  taken  it  away, 
contrary  to  his  agreement,  without  paying,  the  plaintiff  might  then  have 
waived  the  trespass,  and  sued  for  the  timber  as  goods  sold.  The  jury 
found  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  <£24,  and 

Sullivan,  for  the  defendant,  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  law  and  evidence,  and  the  judge’s 
charge ; and  urged  that,  as  the  action  should  clearly  have  been  on  the 
special  contract,  and  as  the  defendant  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  land, 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover. 

Eccles  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  substantial  justice  was  done 
between  the  parties  by  the  finding  of  the  j ury  ; that  the  plaintiff  had  made 
the  same  agreement  with  the  defendant  as  with  Wilkins,  and  that,  having 
afterwards  removed  the  timber  against  the  plaintiff’s  will,  he  was  bound  to 
pay  the  price  as  goods  sold,  if  the  plaintiff  chose  to  wave  the  tort  which 
the  defendant  committed,  and  to  sue  him  in  assumpsit. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  direction  was  right,  in 
regard  to  the  technical  objection  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  brought  his 
action  on  the  special  agreement  to  pay  so  much  for  each  stump,  and  not 
for  the  timber  as  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  ; and,  if  the  jury,  under 
that  direction,  had  found  a verdict  for  the  defendant,  as,  stricfiy  speaking, 
they  ought  to  have  done,  we  should  not  have  interfered  with  that  verdict. 
But  when  a jury,  not  being  misdirected,  have  found  a verdict  not  strictly 
according  to  the  law  of  the  case,  but  in  accordance  with  justice,  we  ought 
not  to  set  it  aside,  and  especially  when  the  damages  are  of  small  amount, 
as  they  are  in  this  case,  and  might  be  recovered  in  another  form  of  action. 
This  would  be  acting  against  the  principle  that  new  trials  are  to  be  granted 
for  the  purpose  of  attaining  the  substantial  ends  of  justice,  and  not  on 
every  point  of  summum  jus.  It  struck  me  on  the  argument,  as  a very 
material  objection  to  this  verdict,  that  the  standing  timber  on  this  land,, 
which  the  plaintiff  had  merely  agreed  to  buy,  belonged  not  to  him,  but  to 
the  actual  owner  of  the  estate,  whose  chattels  the  timber  became  the 
moment  it  was  severed  j but  no  such  objection  was  raised  at  the  trial  and 
on  examining  the  evidence,  I find  that  there  would  be  no  justice  in  it,  for 
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in  appears  that  Mr.  Boulton,  who  had  agreed  to  sell  the  land  to  the 
plaintiff,  did  not  object  to  his  disposing  of  the  standing  timber  to  Mr. 
Wilkins,  in  whose  place  this  defendant  came,  and  it  was  agreed  that  he 
was  to  have  had  the  proceeds  on  account  of  the  purchase  money.  The 
conduct  of  this  defendant  was  not  good  under  the  circumstances,  in  sup- 
planting McMahon  in  the  purchase,  and  then  claiming  the  timber  contrary 
to  his  express  promise  to  pay  for  it. 

Eule  discharged. 


Hardy  v.  Johnston. 

Where  in  covenant  with  non  est  factum  pleaded,  the  plaintiff  set  out  the 
covenant  to  pay  ill oo  to  the  plaintiff  in  three  months  after  a certain  day,  or 
as  soon  as  the  defendant  returned  from  the  United  States  of  America,  after 
having  taken  possession  of  certain  land  mentioned,  (which  had  been  sold  by 
the  plaintift  to  the  defendant  as  set  forth  in  the  declaration)  or  disposed  of 
any  part  thereof,  and  the  plaintiff  assigned  as  a breach,  that  although  the 
period  of  three  months  had  elapsed  long  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit  yet  the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  money,  and  the  defendant  moved  in 
arrest  of  judgment  because  the  plaintiff  had  not  averred  “that  the  defendant 
had  returned  from  the  United  States,  having  taken  possession  of  the  land,  or 
disposed  of  some  part  thereof  the  court  held  the  declaration  sufficient. 

Action  on  a covenant,  which  is  set  out  thus  : “That  he  the  said  defen- 
dant, his  heirs  or  assigns,  would  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  <£150,  of 
lawful  money  of  Canada  as  follows,  that  is  to  say,  one  lot  of  land  in  the 
township  of  Gloucester,  &c.,  containing  one  hundred  acres,  for  the  price 
of  £50,  being  a part  of  the  said  sum  of  £150  ; and  the  sum  of  £100  of 
like  lawful  money,  residue  of  the  said  sum  of  £150  above  mentioned,  in 
three  months  after  the  day  and  year  first  mentioned,  or  as  soon  as  the 
defendant  returned  from  the  States  (meaning  the  United  States  of  Ame- 
rica), after  having  taken  possession  of  the  land,  or  disposed  of  any  part 
thereof;  that  is  to  say,  after  he  (the  said  defendant)  should  have  taken 
possession  of  the  land  in  the  same  memorandum  of  agreement  or  deed 
mentioned,  which  he  (the  said  plaintiff)  did  then  and  there,  by  the  same 
memorandum  of  agreement  or  deed,  for  the  sum  of  £150  as  aforesaid, 
bargain  and  sell  to  the  said  defendant,  his  heirs  and  assigns;  or  after  he 
(the  said  defendant)  should  have  disposed  of  the  said  land,  or  of  any  part 
thereof.  And  the  breach  is  assigned  in  these  words — “Nevertheless  the 
plaintiff  saith  that  the  defendant,  although  often  requested  so  to  do,  did 
not,  nor  would  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  £100  of  lawful  money  as 
aforesaid,  being  the  last  payment  to  be  made  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  of  the 
aforesaid  sum  of  £150,  in  three  months  from  the  day  first  above  men- 
tioned, when  the  same,  by  the  said  memorandum  of  agreement  or  deed 
ought  to  have  been  paid,  and  which  said  period  of  three  months  had 
elapsed  long  before  the  exhibiting  of  this  bill,  to  wit,  &c.,  but  hath  therein 
wholly  failed  ; and  the  said  sum  of  £100,  being  part  thereof,  still  remains 
due  and  unpaid,  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  contrary  to  the  said 
memorandum  of  agreement  or  deed,  and  the  covenant  of  the  said  defen- 
dant,” &c.  The  defendant  pleaded  only  non  est  factum.  Verdict  for  plain- 
tiff, and  £141  damages. 

R.  Hervey^  for  the  defendant,  now  moved  to  arrest  the  judgment,  on 
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the  ground  that  the  agreement,  as  set  out  in  the  record,  shewed  that  the 
plaintiff  could  sustain  no  action  without  averring  that  the  defendant  had 
returned  from  the  United  States,  after  taking  possession  of  the  land 
(referred  to  in  it,)  or  disposing  of  some  part  thereof;”  in  other  words, 
what  the  defendant  contended  for  was,  that  both  the  conditions  must 
have  been  fulfilled ; that  is,  the  three  months  must  have  elapsed,  and  the 
defendant  must  also  have  gone  to  the  United  States  and  returned,  after 
gaining  possession  of  the  property  there,  before  he  could  sue  for  the  <£100, 
whereas  he  claimed  the  money  by  reason  only  of  the  three  months  having 
elapsed. 

A.  Wilson  for  the  plaintiff. — The  covenant  is  not  in  the  alternative 
after  the  period  of  the  three  months  has  expired,  if  at  any  time  before 
three  months  the  defendant  went  to  the  States  and  took  possession  of,  or 
disposed  of,  any  part  of  the  property,  then  that  the  money  would  be  pay- 
able immediately,  but  that  at  any  rate  it  would  be  payable  at  the  expiration 
of  three  months.  The  plaintiff  therefore  in  his  declaration,  although  set- 
ting out  all  the  covenant,  was  not  obliged  to  aver  anything  more  than  what 
would  shew  a breach  of  it,  and  when  he  shewed  that  the  defendant  had  not 
paid  the  money  at  the  end  of  three  months,  he  had  established  his  right 
of  action,  and  was  entitled  to  recover.  He  cited  Com.  Dig.,  Condition  5. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — In  determining  this  question,  we  are  not  at  liberty 
to  look  farther  than  at  the  record,  and  cannot  avail  ourselves  of  anything 
that  might  appear  in  the  agreement  by  way  of  recital  or  otherwise,  that 
might  assist  us  in  the  construction  of  it,  unless  such  part  of  the  agreement 
is  set  out  in  the  record.  Looking  only  at  what  is  set  out  there,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  general  principles  of  law  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  sue  as 
he  has  done.  The  case  of  Sayer  v.  Clean  (a)  seems  to  require  that  we 
should  supply  the  words  whichever  shall  first  happenfi  though  we  cannot 
but  apprehend,  if  we  knew  all  the  circumstances,  we  might  see  that  in 
this  case  such  a construction  may  operate  unjustly.  We  can  only  deal, 
however,  with  what  we  see  upon  the  record.  On  the  part  of  the  defen- 
dant, it  may  be  urged,  that  the  insertion  of  that  alternative,  respecting 
his  returning  from  the  United  States,  would  be  of  no  service  to  him  if  the 
plaintiff  can  claim  his  money  when  the  three  months  are  out  at  all  events  ; 
and  that  it  is,  therefore,  only  reasonable  to  suppose  that  he  intended  by 
it  that  he  was  to  pay  in  three  months,  provided  he  had  in  the  meantime 
gone  to  the  United  States  and  found  that  he  could  get  into  possession  of 
the  land.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  may  be  argued  that  such  a 
construction  would  be  unjust  and  absurd  as  regards  him,  because  then,  if 
the  defendant  should  never  choose  to  go  to  the  United  States,  or,  if  he 
had  died  before  he  could  go  there,  so  that  that  contingency  never  could 
be  fulfilled,  then  the  plaintiff  would  have  no  remedy  upon  the  agreement ; 
and  he  may  argue  that  three  months  were  therefore  inserted,  in  order  that 
a time  might  be  set  when  the  defendant  could  be  called  on  to  pay,  whether 
he  should  choose  in  the  meantime  to  go  to  the  United  States  or  not ; 
that,  if  he  had  gone  within  the  first  month  and  returned,  having  possessed 
himself  of  the  land,  &c.,  he  would  then  have  been  liable  to  pay,  without 
waiting  for  the  three  months  to  expire  ; but  that  the  three  months  were 
named  in  order  to  prevent  an  indefinite  postponement,  on  account  of  an 
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alternative  which  the  defendant  was  under  no  obligation  to  avail  himself 
of.  There  are  difficulties  on  either  side ; but,  taking  what  we  see  of  the 
agreement  alone  for  our  guide,  in  connection  with  the  general  maxims  of 
law  when  an  obligation  is  in  the  alternative,  we  are  of  opinion  that  we 
must  hold  the  breach  here  to  be  sufficiently  assigned.  If  A.  should  en- 
gage to  pay  B.  ^100  in  three  years,  or  so  soon  as  his  father  died,  I 
apprehend  B.  could  sue  as  soon  as  either  alternative  occurred ; that  is,, 
immediately  upon  the  death  of  A.’s  father,  or  at  the  end  of  three  years^ 
whether  his  father  were  then  living  or  not ; and  though  we  may  have 
some  doubts  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  in  the  case  before  us,  yet 
we  think  we  should  at  all  events  not  arrest  the  ^‘udgment,  which  is  never 
mandatory,  but  leave  the  defendant  to  his  writ  of  error,  because  he  has 
neither  craved  oyer  of  the  agreement  under  seal,  and  demurred  to  the 
breach  ; nor  has  he,  by  pleading,  set  out  any  matter  of  defence  under  the 
agreement,  but  merely  pleaded  non  est  factum*  acquiescing  in  the  con- 
struction which  the  plaintiff  relies  on.  Eule  discharged,  {a) 


Wilkinson  v.  Walker. 

Wherein  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  the  defendant  pleaded  in  one  plea, title  in 
a stranger,  and  license  from  that  stranger  to  enter  the  close, and  in  the  other  pleas 
pleaded  title  specially  in  the  stranger,  giving  colour  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plain- 
tiff denied  the  license,  and  took  issue  on  the  other  pleas  ; Held^that  the  admission 
by  the  plaintift  of  the  title  of  the  stranger,  by  the  replication  to  the  plea  of 
license,  did  not  extend  beyond  that  line  of  pleading  ; and  that  that  admission 
could  not  be  made  use  of  by  the  defendant,  in  support  of  his  other  pleas  of 
title  in  the  same  party. 

Trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  for  breaking  into  the  close  of  the  plain- 
tiff (north  end  of  broken  lot  Ko.  21,  6th  concession  of  Eeach,)  and 
cutting  and  taking  away  hay.  Second  county  for  taking  away  the  plain- 
tiff’s hay.  The  defendant  pleads  as  to  breaking  the  close,  in  the  first 
count  mentioned,  that  it  was  not  the  close  of  the  plaintiff.  Secondly, 
that  the  close  was. the  close  of  one  Charlotte  Eichardson,  and  that  the 
defendant,  by  leave  and  license  from  her,  entered  and  cut  down  a little  of 
the  hay  | and  because  the  hay  mentioned  in  the  first  count  was  wrong- 
fully incumbering  the  close,  the  defendant,  at  the  request  and  by  the 
license  of  Charlotte  Eichardson,  removed  the  same,  &c.  Thirdly,  that 
Edward  Hopkins,  being  seised  in  fee,  conveyed  to  the  Honourable  J ohn 
Eichardson,  and  traces  the  title  down  to  Charlotte  Eichardson,  by  whose 
license  the  defendant  entered,  giving  colour  to  the  plaintiff  under  a demise 
from  the  same  Edward  Hopkins.  4th,  to  2nd  count — the  defendant 
pleads  that  th^  goods  mentioned  therein  were  not  the  plaintiff’s.  5th,  the 
general  issue  to  2nd  count.  The  plaintiff  replies  to  2nd  and  3rd 
pleas,  denying  the  license,  and  joins  issue  on  the  others.  At  the  trial,  it 
was  made  a question  whether  the  title  of  Charlotte  Eichardson  was  suffi- 
ciently shewn ; and  the  defendant  insisted  that, inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff 

{a)  In  Price  v.  Heapy  et  ah,  i D,  & R.  451,  the  condition  of  the  bond  was  to 
pay;^5Poon  or  before  the  expiration  of  two  years,  or  upon  the  recovery  of  an 
estate  in  America,  by  J,  T.,and  in  case  J.  T.  should  fail  in  the  recovery  thereof, 
upon  due  proof  of  his  having  so  failed,  the  obligation  to  be  void  : Held,  that  if 

the  obligor  did  not  fail  in  the  recovery  within  two  years,  that  at  the  end  of  that 
time,  if  the  estate  was  not  recovered  sooner,  he  was  bound  to  pay  the  money. 
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in  his  answer  to  the  pleas  of  license,  had  not  denied  the  title  of  Charlotte 
Kichardson,  but  only  the  fact  of  her  having  given  leave  to  the  defendant 
to  enter,  her  title  must  be  considered  as  admitted  on  the  record  for  all 
purposes  in  the  action.  There  was  some  difficulty,  also,  in  the  proof 
given  of  license  ; and  the  learned  judge,  considering  that  the  plaintiff’s 
right  to  recover  damages  for  the  entry  into  the  close  was  subject  to  ques- 
tion, but  that  he  was  clearly  entitled  to  recover  for  the  hay  taken,  about 
one  half  of  which  had  been  cut  by  the  plaintiff  on  land  which  was  clearly 
his  own,  but  stacked  by  him  with  other  hay  which  had  been  cut  on  the 
premises  in  question,  the  jury  were  requested  to  find  the  damages  in 
respect  to  each  alleged  injury  separately  ; and  they  estimated  the  damage 
done  by  cutting  on  the  close  at  <£10,  and  the  whole  quantity  of  hay 
taken  at  .£10  j and  the  parties  agreed  that  a verdict  should  be  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  for  <£20,  or  for  the  value  of  the  hay  alone,  or  for  the 
defendant,  as  the  court  might  think  fit. 

GroohSf  for  the  defendant,  obtained  a rule  nisi  that  a verdict  should  be 
entered  in  his  favour,  or  that  a new  trial  be  granted  on  the  law  and  evi- 
dence, or  for  misdirection,  or  the  rejection  of  legal  evidence,  or  to  reduce 
the  verdict  according  to  the  leave  reserved. 

\ shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — cannot  agree  with  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiff, 
by  only  denying  the  license  in  his  replication  to  the  pleas  of  license,  must 
be  taken  to  have  admitted,  not  merely  as  to  that  line  of  pleading,  but  for  all 
purposes  in  this  action,  the  title  of  Charlotte  Eichardson,  because  that 
was  set  out  in  the  second  and  third  pleas,  and  was  not  denied  in  the 
answer  to  those  pleas.  If  the  plaintiff  himself,  in  Older  to  meet  a defence 
pleaded  by  the  other  party,  had  stated  on  the  record  any  matter  which 
clearly  shewed  that  he  had  no  right  of  action,  then  there  is  no  doubt  that 
we  should  be  bound  to  give  judgment  against  him  on  the  ground  that, 
upon  the  whole  record,  it  appeared  he  had  no  cause  of  action ; and  this, 
although  the  defendant  had  not  in  his  subsequent  pleadings  taken  the 
exception.  This  rests  on  a well  settled  principle  of  pleading,  established 
at  an  early  period,  and  constantly  maintained  ; but  it  is  a misapplication 
of  this  principle,  to  seek  to  apply  it  to  the  case  of  a plaintiff  leaving  unan- 
swered some  statements  in  the  defendant’s  plea,  and  applying  himself  to 
some  one  statement  in  it  alone,  which  it  is  sufficient  for  his  purpose  to 
deny.  This  silence  as  to  the  other  facts  entitles  us  to  take  such  facts  as 
admitted  by  him,  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  the  issue  raised  on  that 
pleading.  iBut  we  can  carry  the  admission  no  further ; we  cannot  look  on 
it  in  the  same  light  as  a fact  asserted  by  the  plaintiff,  and  make  use  of  it 
in  determining  the  issues  upon  other  pleas.  Upon  a view  of  the  whole 
case,  and  under  the  latitude  given  to  the  court  to  deal  with  the  verdict, 
by  consent  of  parties,  as  they  may  think  right,  we  consider  that  the  ver- 
dict should  stand  for  the  plaintiff,  but  be  ledueed  to  £5,  being  the  value, 
according  to  the  estimate  adopted  by  the  jury,  of  the  portion  of  the  hay 
cut  upon  the  plaintiff’s  own  land,  and  which  the  defendant  wrongfully  took 
to  his  own  use  with  the  knowledge  that  it  belonged  to  the  plaintiff.  We 
think  that  the  title  of  Charlotte  Eichardson  to  the  land  being  admitted 
by  the  plaintiff’s  replication  to  the  pleas  of  license,  the  license  from  her 
was  also  reasonably  proved,  and  that  the  plaintiff'  had  no  ground  for 
recovering  damages  from  the  defendant  for  entering  into  the  close — cer- 
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tainly  no  just  ground.  The  principle  of  the  common  law,  that  where 
one  person  mixes  wrongfully  his  own  goods  with  those  of  another  of  the 
same  description,  so  that  they  become  confused  and  nndistinguishable,  he 
thereby  loses  his  property  in  his  own  goods,  applies  no  doubt  as  a rule  in 
certain  cases,  but  it  is  controlled  in  its  application  by  the  nature  of  the 
circumstances  ; and  we  think  it  does  not  apply  in  respect  to  the  hay  which 
is  in  dispute  here.  The  plaintiff  had  several  times  before  cut  the  hay  on 
both  lots,  and  mixed  them  together  as  being  all  equally  his  own,  and  he 
-had  some  colour  for  so  dealing  with  it,  being  in  possession  of  both  lots. 
It  was  no  intentional  and  wanton  mixing  of  his  own  goods  with  another’s 
— the  right  was  in  dispute.  Eule  accordingly. 


Shuter  et  al.  V.  Graham  et  al. 

‘The  sureties  of  a sheriff  are  concluded  by  the  sheriff’s  return  to  a writ  of  fi.  fa. 
of  money  made,  and  cannot  be  allowed  to  get  rid  of  their  liability  by  shewing 
that  there  was  a prior  execution  in  the  sheriff’s  hands  which  ought  to  have 
been  first  satisfied,  and  was  not. 

It  is  a sufficient  breach  of  the  covenant  that  the  sheriff  would  pay  over  the  money 
received  by  him  “ that  he  had  by  virtue  of  his  office  received  certain  moneys 
which  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  covenant,  to  wit,  £$o,  within  the  four  years  mentioned  by  the  covenant, 
but  that  he  neglected  and  refused  to  pay  them  to  the  plaintiffs,  although  often 
requested  so  to  do.” 

The  plaintiffs  sue  the  defendants  upon  a covenant  given  by  them  under 
the  sheriff’s  act,  3 WiU.  lY.,  ch.  8,  as  sureties  for  J.  A.  H.  Powell,  late 
sheriff  of  the  district  of  Bathurst,  assigning  as  a breach,  that  the  sheriff 
had,  by  virtue  of  his  office  of  sheriff,  received  certain  moneys  which  the 
said  plaintiffs  were  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  cove- 
nant entitled  to,  to  wit,  £50,”  within  the  four  years  mentioned  in  the 
covenant,  and  that  he  had  refused  to  pay  the  same  to  the  plaintiffs  though 
often  requested.  The  defendants  plead,  first,  non  est  factum  ; second, 
that  the  late  sheriff  did  not  by  virtue  of  his  office  receive  the  moneys  in 
the  declaration  mentioned  ; third,  that  the  late  sheriff  did  pay  over  to  the 
plaintiffs  all  such  moneys  as  he  had  received  for  them  by  virtue  of  his 
office.  At  the  trial,  the  sheriff’s  return  of  money  made  to  a writ  of  fieri 
facias  against  the  lands  of  one  Eead  at  the  suit  of  these  plaintiffs, 
was  put  in  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  breach,  and  the  defendants  then 
desired  to  be  allowed  to  shew  that  when  that  return  was  made  there  was 
another  writ  in  the  sheriff’s  hands  which  was  entitled  to  priority  over 
the  writ  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  money  that  was  received  was  ap- 
plicable to  the  other  writ,  and  not  to  the  plaintiff’s  writ.  The  learned 
judge  refused  to  receive  the  evidence,  and  a verdict  was  rendered  for  the 
plaintiffs  for  28Z.  14s.  lOd.  damages. 

A,  Wilson  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  this  verdict  aside,  for  the  rejection 
of  legal  evidence  tendered,  and  because  the  verdict  is  against  law,  or  why 
the  judgment  should  not  be  arrested  because  the  breach  of  the  covenant 
assigned  as  to  the  receipt  of  money  by  the  sheriff  was  too  general.  He 
cited  Brydges  et  al.  v.  Walford  {a). 

Sullivan  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  evidence  was  properly 
rejected.  The  sureties  could  not,  under  the  circumstances,  be  heard  to 


{a)  6 M.  & Sel.,  42. 
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allege  anything  against  the  return  of  the  sheriff,  they  were  as  conclusively 
hound  by  it,  as  he  was  himself.  The  case  of  Brydges  v.  Walford,  was 
very  different;  there  the  sheriff’s  return  was  avoided  by  the  effect  of  a 
statute  without  any  default  of  his,  and  the  court  could  not  hold  him  to  be 
hound  by  it.  On  the  point  of  arresting  the  judgment,  the  case  of  the 
Commercial  Bank  v.  Jarvis  and  Land,  in  this  court,  is  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiffs ; and  there  the  objection  to  the  breach,  which  was  more  general 
in  its  terms  than  this,  came  up  on  special  demurrer. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — There  was  also  an  objection  taken  as  to  the  insuf- 
ficiency of  proof  of  the  execution  of  t^  covenant  sued  on,  but  the  same 
point  having  been  already  before  the  court  in  several  other  cases,  with 
reference  to  this  same  instrument,  and  decided  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
that  objection  is  given  up.  The  objection  respecting  the  alleged  rejection 
of  legal  evidence,  referred  to  the  proof  given  that  the  late  sheriff  had 
received  the  moneys  claimed  from  the  defendants  upon  the  sale  of  lands 
upon  a writ  of  fieri  facias  at  the  suit  of  these  plaintiffs  against  Bead.  In 
order  to  shew  that  the  sheriff  had  received  the  money,  the  writ  of  execu- 
tion was  produced,  with  the  late  sheriff’s  return  of  fieri  feci  upon  it ; 
but  the  defendants  desired  to  be  allowed  to  shew  that  there  was  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  of  Bead’s  lands  in  execution,  another  execution  current, 
at  the  suit  of  another  creditor,  which  was  entitled  to  be  first  satisfied. 
The  learned  judge  ruled,  that  the  sheriff’s  return  was  conclusive  upon 
him,  and  fixed  him  with  the  debt,  leaving  him,  or  rather  his  estate  at 
present,  liable  to  any  action  at  the  suit  of  the  other  creditor,  if  he  had 
improperly  applied  to  one  execution  what  should  have  been  paid  over  to 
another ; and  that  it  was  equally  conclusive  on  the  sheriff’s  sureties 
The  exceptions  to  the  principle  of  the  sheriff’s  return  being  conclusive  upon 
him  (in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  of  fraud)  have  proceeded  upon  a parti- 
cular ground,  as  in  the  case  cited  of  Brydges  et  al,  v.  Walford,  (a)  where  it 
would  have  been  impossible  to  have  held  otherwise,  in  consequence  of  the 
change  of  circumstances  which  had  been  produced  through  the  retrospec- 
tive effect  given  by  statute  to  acts  of  bankruptcy,  (h)  And  it  is  not  very 
reasonable,  certainly,  for  these  defendants  to  set  up  such  a defence,  when 
they  have  been  protected  against  the  claim  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  in 
the  other  fi.  fa.  They  were  after  that  in  no  manner  called  upon  to  inter- 
pose between  these  conflicting  claimants  by  endeavoring  to  reserve  the 
course  which  the  sheriff  their  principal,  had  taken,  with  a knowledge  of 
all  the  circumstances  to  which  they  were  in  no  degree  privy,  and  which 
course,  so  far  as  they  were  concerned,  has  been  sustained.  I refer  now 
to  the  judgment  of  this  court  in  Bradbury  v.  Adams  and  Graham,  (c) 
The  defendants  have  in  this  case  moved  also  to  arrest  the  judgment  on 
the  ground  that  the  breach  of  the  covenant  assigned  in  the  declaration  is 
too  general.  Beferring  to  the  case  of  the  Commercial  Bank  v.  Jarvis  et 
ah,  in  this  court,  {d)  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  declaration  can  not  be 
held  bad  upon  this  objection.  If  we  had  held  upon  the  demurrer  in  that 
case  that  it  was  necessary  to  set  forth  in  what  particular  proceeding  the 
sheriff  had  received  the  money,  yet  that  would  not  have  borne  us  out  in 
holding  that  after  verdict  a declaration  lays  no  sufficient  cause  of  action 
when  it  alleges  “ that  a sheriff  has  by  virtue  of  his  office  received  certain 

(<3!)  6 M.  & S.  42.  (f?*)  15  East  78.  {c)  Ante  Voh  i,  538.  {dj  Mid.  Term,  6 Vic 
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moneys  (naming  the  sum)  within  the  four  years  covered  by  the  covenant, 
which  the  plaintiffs  were  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
covenant  entitled  to.”  The  words  of  the  covenant  are,  “That  the  sheriff 
shall  well  and  truly  pay  over  to  the  person  entitled  to  the  same  all  such 
moneys  as  he  shall  receive  by  virtue  of  his  said  office  of  sheriff.”  It  is 
quite  certain  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  have  recovered  at  the  trial 
without  shewing  some  moneys  received  by  virtue  of  his  office  for  the 
plaintiffs,  and  therefore  we  cannot  say  that  the  declaration  which  is  in  the 
very  words  of  the  covenant  alleges  no  breach.  The  defendants,  besides, 
have  pleaded  that  the  sheriff  did  pay  over  all  such  moneys  as  he  had 
received  for  the  plaintiffs.  In  the  Commercial  Bank  v.  Jarvis  et  al.  the 
question  was  raised  on  demurrer  upon  the  >sufficiency  of  a declaration 
which  alleged  that  the  sheriff  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  a certain 
sum  for  so  much  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs  by 
the  sheriff  “<25  such  sheriff”  after  the  making  of  the  covenant,  and  within 
the  four  years,  &c.,  and  this  was  held  sufficient ; it  is  as  general  as  that 
before  us,  and  wants  the  words  “by  virtue  of  his  office,”  which  are  on  the 
record  here,  so  that  it  follows  less  closely  the  words  of  the  covenant. 
Birdsall  v.  Graham  is  to  be  decided  by  this  case,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  breach,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  rules  in  both  cases  should  be 
discharged.  Eule  discharged. 

The  Queen  v.  Aumond. 

The  Queen  v.  Easton. 

In  an  information  for  a penalty  under  the  customs  acts  for  knowingly  harbouring 
smuggled  goods,  the  scienter  is  a proper  question  for  the  jury  ; and  in  such  an 
information  the  particular  illegal  acts,  as  that  the  goods  were  imported  without 
payment  of  duties,  &c.,  should  be  specified,  and  the  information  should  ex- 
pressly shew  that  the  offence  charged  to  have  been  committed,  was  contrary 
to  the  form  of  the  statute. 

If  a quantity  of  smuggled  goods  is  purchased  at  one  time,  but  seizures  of  them 
are  made  at  different  times,  only  one  penalty  for  harbouring  them  can  be 
recovered. 

Information  for  a penalty,  under  3 & 4 Will.  IV.  ch.  59,  for  knowingly 
harbouring  and  concealing  smuggled  tea.  It  charges  that  certain  persons 
unknown  did,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  import  and  bring,  or  cause  to  be  imported  or 
brought,  by  way  of  merchandize,  from  a certain  foreign  country,  viz.,  the 
United  States  of  America,  into  this  province,  to  wit  into  the  town  of 
Bytown,  to  wit,  the  port  of  Brockville  aforesaid,  in  a certain  ship  or  vessel, 
&c.,  five  boxes  of  tea  of  the  value  of  i£100,  of  their  own  proper  goods,  &c., 
contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  cases  made  and  provided;  and 
that  the  said  persons  unknown  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  at  &c., 
unship  to  be  laid  on  land  the  said  five  chests  of  tea,  contrary  to  the  form 
of  the  statute,  &c.,  by  reason  whereof  the  same  became  and  are  forfeited. 
It  then  charges,  that  the  said  five  chests  of  tea,  being  so  imported,  unship- 
ped and  laid 'on  land,  the'defendant^(  Aumond)  well  knowing  the  premises, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  within  the  time  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  did 
harbour,  and  knowingly  have  and  receive,  keep  and  conceal  in  his  hands 
and  possession,  the  said  goods  and  every  part  thereof,  he  the  said  defen- 
dant, at  the  time  when  he  so  harboureS,  had,  received,  kept  and  con- 
cealed within  his  hands  and  possession  the  said  goods,  well  knowing  that 
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the  same  and  every  part  thereof  were  goods  imported,  unshipped  and  laid 
upon  the  land,  no  entry  having  been  made  of  the  same,  nor  warrant  granted 
for  the  unlading  of  the  same,  and  the  duties  chargeable  and  payable  upon 
the  said  goods  not  having  been  paid  at  By  town,  to  wit,  at  Brock  ville  aforesaid, 
by  means  whereof,  and  by  force  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, the  said  defendant  became  liable  to  forfeit  to  her  Majesty  the  treble 
value  of  the  said  goods,  or  the  sum  of  £100  sterling  money,  &c.,  at  the 
election  of  W.  J.  M.  collector  of  customs  for  the  port  of  Brockville,  the 
officer  of  customs  in  this  behalf  prosecuting.  It  then  avers  an  election  to 
sue  for  the  £100,  and  prays  that  the  penalty  may  be  adjudged  against 
him.  The  defendants  plead  not  guilty.  At  the  trial,  it  was  proved  that 
in  February  or  March,  1844,  the  deputy  collector  of  customs  for  Brock- 
ville, accompanied  by  a constable,  went  to  search  some  stores  of  the  defen- 
dant in  By  town,  having  reason  to  suspect  that  smuggled  goods  were  conceal- 
ed there*they  requested  a clerk  ofthe  defendant’s  who  was  there,to  open  the 
stores;he  said  he  would  go  for  the  key,  but  heremained  along  time  away, and 
the  constable,  being  informed  that  some  one  in  the  mean  time  was  tearing 
^way  the  clap-boards  from  one  ofthe  stores,  went  there  and,  on  entering 
it,  found  four  chests  of  tea  marked  ^‘Ogdensburg”  at  full  length,  and 
seized  them  as  smuggled.  The  defendant  was  not  then  at  home  ; he  had 
been  absent  for  some  time  before  the  seizure,  and  did  not  return  for  some 
time  after,  but  the  store  where  the  tea  was,  was  the  defendant’s  store. 
His  book-keeper  swore  that  the  tea  was  bought  in  the  defendant’sabsence, 
and  that  he  could  have  had  no  knowledge  of  the  purchase  at  the  time 
it  was  made.  His  clerk  bought  and  sold  goods  for  him  in  his  absence, 
and  his  bookkeeper  madean  entry  in  the  books  ofthe  purchase  of  this  tea. 
It  did  not  appear  how  long  the  tea  had  been  purchased  before  the  seizure, 
or  how  long  it  had  been  in  the  store,  or  whether  the  defendant  had  been 
at  home  during  the  period  it  was  in  the  store,  or  after  the  purchase  had 
been  entered  in  the  books.  The  learned  judge,  considering  the  case  of 
this  defendant  analogous  to  that  of  a bookseller,  who  is  liable  as  the  pub- 
lisher of  a libellous  publication  if  it  is  sold  from  his  shop  by  his  clerk 
though  no  proof  may  be  given  of  his  knowledge  of  the  book  being  in  his 
shop,  did  not  leave  the  question  of  the  defendant’s  knowledge  of  the  goods 
being  harboured,  and  of  their  being  smuggled,  as  a question  of  fact  for 
the  jury  to  weigh,  but  directed  them  that  he  was  answerable,  in  this  res- 
pect, for  acts  done  by  those  whom  he  had  placed  in  charge  of  his  business  ; 
^ind  the  jury,  on  such  direction,  found  a verdict  of  guilty. 

Hervey,  for  the  defendant  moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  as  being 
contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection.  He  moved,  also,  to 
arrest  the  j udgment, 

A second  information  was  filed  against  this  defendant,  framed  precisely 
in  the  same  manner,  for  harbouring  and  concealing  five  chests  of  tea  and 
three  and  a half  dozen  pairs  of  mittens.  The  jury  on  the  trial,  acquitted 
the  defendant  as  regarded  the  mittens,  but  convicted  him  in  the  penalty 
for  harbouring  the  tea.  As  regards  the  tea,  however,  it  was  admitted  on 
the  part  ofthe  crown,  that  a conviction  had  already  taken  place;  and  it 
was  objected,  that  a second  penalty  cannot  be  recovered  in  respect  to  a 
parcel  of  goods  purchased  and  concealed  at  one  time,  although  discovered 
and  seized  at  different  times.  The  learned  judge  was  of  that  opinion,  but 
received  the  verdict  convicting  the  defendant  in  a penalty  for  concealing 
the  tea,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  the  objection  stated.  In 
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this  case,  as  in  the  last,  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  knew 
the  smuggled  tea  was  on  his  premises,  or  that  it  had  been  bought  forhim. 
His  book-keeper  and  clerk  were  shown  to  be  both  perfectly  aware  of  the 
fact  of  the  tea  being  smuggled,  and  of  its  concealment.  The  defendant 
was  absent  from  home  at  the  time,  but  for  how  long  atime  before  and  after 
did  not  appear.  About  a fortnight  before  this,  the  tea  had  been  seized 
which  was  the  subject  of  the  last  information  ; and  this,  if  he  was  at 
home  in  the  mean  time,  might  have  put  him  on  his  guard,  supposing  him 
to  have  been  innocent  before.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  sworn  by  the 
defendant’s  clerk  that  the  tea  was  purchased  without  the  defendant’s 
knowledge. 

Hervey,  for  the  defendant,  moved  to  have  a verdict  entered  for  him, 
on  the  leave  reserved,  upon  the  objection  that  the  tea,  on  account  of 
which  this  verdict  was  rendered,  is  part  of  one  lot  of  goods  taken  to  the 
defendant’s  premises  at  the  same  time,  and  in  respect  of  which  one  penalty 
has  been  already  recovered.  He  moved  also  for  a new  trial  on  the  law 
and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection,  if  the  former  objection  should  fail, 
contending  that  the  fact  of  guilty  knowledge  was  not  established  against 
the  defendant,  and  was  not  submitted  to  the  jury  as  a question  for  them 
to  determine.  He  also  moved  to  arrest  the  judgment  on  the  same  objec- 
tions to  the  information  as  in  the  other  case. 

In  The  Queen  v.  Easton,  which  was  a similar  information, 

Richards  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  arrest  the  judgment,  on  similar  grounds 
of  objection  to  those  taken  in  the  cases  against  Aumond. 

Sherwoody  S.  G.,  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — As  to  the  motions  in  arrest  of  judgment,  the  infor- 
mations state  the  case  as  if  it  were  ^‘contrary  to  the  form  of  a statute 
for  any  one  to  import  tea  into  this  province”  from  the  United  States  of 
America;  in  other  words,  as  if  it  were  a contraband  article  ; but  we  are 
bound  to  notice  judicially  that  it  is  not  so ; that  it  may  legally  be  imported, 
provided  it  is  done  as  the  statutes  direct;  that  is,  reported,  entered, 
duties  paid,  and  a permit  obtained  to  land,  so  far  as  the  statutes  make 
these  acts  necessary.  In  alleging,  therefore,  that  this  tea  was  imported 
contrary  to  the  statuteyihQ  information  must  mean  that  something  was  done 
or  omitted,  contrary  to  the  statute,  which  made  the  importation  unlawful ; 
but  no  such  thing  is  stated.  If  the  informations  are  taken  to  mean,  that 
in  the  mere  act  of  importing  the  tea  at  all,  the  persons  unknown  did  wha  ^ 
was  illegal  then  we  are  bound  to  say  that  they  allege  that  as  an  offence 
which  was  no  offence.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  they  mean  that  it  was 
imported  in  a manner  prohibited  by  law,  then  the  particular  illegal  act 
should  have  been  specified.  The  precedents  of  informations  for  harbour- 
ing smuggled  goods  which  had  not  paid  the  duty,  run  uniformly,  so  far 
as  I have  seen  thus  : “that  certain  merchants,  &c.,  did  on,  &c.,  import 
from  ports  beyond  the  seas  into  Great  Britain,  to  wit,  &c.,  in  a certain 
ship,  &c.,  by  way  of  merchandize, — gallons  (for  instance)  of  brandy,of  the 
value  of — , the  same  brandy  being  at  the  time  of  the  said  importation 
thereof,  liable  to  the  payment  of  duties  of  customs  to  her  said  Majesty;  and 
that  the  said  merchants  unknown  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  at  — aforesaid, 
unship  to  be  laid  on  land  the  said  brandy,  before  the  said  duties  of  cus- 
toms due  to  her  Majesty  for  the  same  were  first  paid  or  secured,  contrary 
to  the  form  of  the  statute,  by  means  whereofithe  said  brandy  became  and 
was  forfeited.  And  then  it  alleges  the  knowingly  harbouring.  It  is  true 
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that  at  the  conclusion  of  these  informations,  in  laying  the  scienter,  it  is 
said  that  the  defendants  harboured  the  tea,  “ well  knowing  that  the  same 
was  imported,  unshipped,  and  laid  upon  the  land,  no  entry  having  been 
made  of  the  same,  nor  warrant  granted  for  the  unlading  thereof,  and  the 
duties  chargeable  upon  the  said  goods  not  being  then  paid.”  And,  it  may 
be  urged  that,  after  verdict,  it  is  enough  if  the  offence  is  alleged  suf- 
ficiently on  the  whole  record ; but  I doubt  if,  in  a criminal  case,  the  stating 
that  the  defendant  well  knew  that  a certain  fact  existed,  is  deemed- 
equivalent  to  a direct  assertion  that  the  fact  did  exist ; or  rather*  whether 
it  dispenses  with  the  necessity  of  a direct  statement  that  the  fact  existed. 
The  objection,  however,  that  the  substantive  charge  against  the  defendant 
in  this  information,  for  harbouring  and  concealing  the  goods,  does  not 
charge  that  such  offence  of  harbouring  and  concealing, was  contrary  to  the 
statute,  is  clearly  fatal.  The  saying  that  by  means  thereof  and  hy  virtue 
of  the  statute,  the  defendant  became  liable  to  the  penalty,  does  not  supply 
the  place  of  the  assertion  that  the  act  was  committed  contrary  to  the 
statute.  It  is  the  statute  alone  that  makes  it  an  offence  ; and  saying 
merely  that  the  statute  gives  a right  to  the  penalty  is  not  enough.  The 
case  of  Lee  against  Clarke,  in  Error,  (a)  is  a decisive  authority  on  that 
point,  and  fully  meets  this  case  ; and  Wells  v.  Iggulden,  (&)  confirms  and 
strengthens  that  decision.  The  latter  is  a case  undistinguishable  from 
the  present.  It  is  our  opinion,  on  these  grounds,  that  judgment  must  be 
arrested  on  the  two  informations.  It  is  therefore  unnecessary  to  go  into 
the  question  respecting  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence,  or  the  correct- 
ness of  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  learned  judge  at  the  trial,  on  the 
necessity  of  the  jury  being  satisfied  upon  the  evidence  in  such  cases  that 
the  party  actually  had  knowledge  that  the  goods  were  liable  to  forfeiture, 
and  were  harboured  and  concealed  on  his  premises,  when,  as  in  this  case, 
the  acts  were  done  by  his  servants*  My  own  opinion  is,  that  the  jury 
should  have  been  directed  to  find  whether  on  the  evidence  they  believed 
that  the  defendant  did  know,  and  that  if  they  were  satisfied  that  he  did 
not  know,  they  could  not  legally  convict  him  on  this  statute,  because  the^ 
scienter  is  made  a material  ingredient  in  the  offence  by  the  statute. 

Eules  absolute  to  arrest  judgment. 


MoNab  V.  MoDonell. 

Where  in  assumpsit  for  the  non-payment  of  rent  according  to  agreement,  the 
defendant  pleaded  an  eviction  by  a stranger,  -who,  he  averred  entered  under  a 
lawful  claim,  derived  through  and  under  the  plaintiff,  the  plea  was  held  bad 
on  general  demurrer,  because  it  ;did  not  shew  that  the  claim  might  not  have- 
been  under  a title  derived  from  the  tenant  himself. 

The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendant,  that  whereas,  in  consideration 
that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  would  demise  and  let  to 
him  a certain  messuage  or  tenement,  lands  and  premises,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, to  hold  the  same  to  the  defendant  for  the  space  of  three  years,  to 
commence  from  the  first  day  of  May  then  next  ensuing,  at  and  under  a cer- 
tain yearly  rent,to  wit, the  yearly  rent  of  £30,  lawful  money  of  the  province 


(a)  2 East.  332. 


{b)  3 B.  & C.  186. 
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of  Canada,  payable  yearly,  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of  May  in  each  and  every 
year,  he  (the  defendant)  then  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  during 
the  said  tenancy  the  said  yearly  rent  or  sum  of  <£30,  on  the  said  first  day 
of  May  in  each  and  every  year.  And  the  plaintiff  avers  that  he,  con- 
fiding in  the  said  promise  of  the  defendant,  did  afterwards  demise  and  let 
to  the  defendant  the  said  messuage  or  tenement,  lands  and  premises,  with 
the  appurtenances,  to  hold  the  same  to  the  defendant,  for  the  said  term 
and  at  and  under  the  said  yearly  rent,  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid ; and  the 
said  tenancy  continued  from  the  first  day  of  May,  in  the  year  aforesaid 
until  and  upon  the  first  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1844.  And,  although  after- 
wards, and  during  the  said  tenancy,  a large  sum,  to  wit,  £60,  of  the  rent 
aforesaid,  for  two  years  of  the  said  tenancy  then  last  elapsed,  became  and 
was  due  and  payable  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  yet  the  defendant 
hath  not  paid  the  said  last  mentioned  sum,  or  any  part  thereof. — To  this 
the  defendant  pleaded,  first, thatthe  plaintiff,  during  the  said  tenancy,  after 
the  expiration  of  the  first  year  thereof, and  before  the  expiration  of  the  second 
year,  and  before  the  rent  for  the  said  second  year  accrued  due,  one  Story, 
lawfully  claiming  a certain  parcel  of  the  said  land  and  premises,  by  virtue 
of  a certain  right  and  title  thereto,  to  him  theretofore  made  and  derived 
by,  through  and  under  the  plaintiff,  with  force  and  arms,  &c.,  entered  by 
such  claim  on  the  said  last-mentioned  part  of  the  land  and  premises,  and 
then  and  there  evicted,  expelled  and  amoved  the  defendant  out  of  and 
from  the  said  last-mentioned  part  of  the  land  and  premises,  and  kept  and 
continued  him  so  evicted,  expelled  and  amoved  from  thence  until  at  and 
after  the  expiration  of  the  said  tenancy,  and  from  thence  hitherto.  'Veri- 
fication. And  the  defendant  pleaded,  secondly,  as  to  £30,  parcel  of  the 
said  sum  of  £60,  that  the  said  sum  of  £30  is  sued  for  in  this  action  as 
the  rent  for  the  last  year  of  the  said  tenancy,  in  the  said  declaration  men- 
tioned ; and  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  during  the  said  tenancy, 
after  the  expiration  of  the  first  year,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the 
second  year  thereof,  one  Story,  lawfully  claiming  a certain  parcel  of  the 
said  land  and  premises  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  by  virtue  of  a 
certain  right  and  title  thereto,  to  him  theretofore  made  and  derived  by, 
through  and  under  the  said  plaintiff,  with  force  and  arms,  &c. , entered  by 
such  claim  on  such  last-mentioned  parcel  of  the  said  land  and  premises, 
and  then  and  there  evicted,  expelled  and  amoved  the  defendant  out  of 
and  from  the  said  last-mentioned  part  of  the  said  land  and  premises,  and 
kept  and  continued  him  so  evicted,  expelled  and  amoved  from  thence 
until  and  at  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  tenancy,  and  from  thence 
hitherto  ; wherefore  the  defendant  afterwards,  and  at  the  expiration  of  the 
said  second  year  of  the  said  tenancy  removed  from  the  possession  of  the 
said  messuage  or  tenement,  and  the  residue  of  the  said  land  and  premises, 
with  the  appurtenances,  and  from  thence  hitherto  remained  and  continued 
out  ol  the  possession  thereof.  Verification. — To  the  first  plea  the  plain- 
tifi’  demurs  specially,  assigning  for  cause  that  the  said  plea  professes  to  be 
an  answer  to  the  whole  of  the  said  count,  and  pretends  to  excuse  the 
defendant  from  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  £60  therein  claimed  for  rent 
stated  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  it  is  ad- 
mitted by  the  same  plea  that  the  defendant  held  part  of  the  said  premises, 
and  used  and  enjoyed  the  same  for  the  term  in  the  said  count  mentioned, 
but  does  not  aver  the  payment  of  any  rent  whatever  for  that  part  of  the 
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said  premises,  neither  does  it  excuse  the  non-payment  of  rent  for  that  part 
of  the  premises  in  the  occupation  of  the  defendant;  also  that  the  said 
plea  does  not  contain  any  sufficient  excuse  for  the  non-payment  of  rent ; 
also,  that  it  does  not  state  how  or  by  what  means  the  defendant  was 
evicted  ; also,  that  it  does  not  state  what  part  or  out  of  how  much  of  the 
said  premises  the  defendant  was  evicted,  or  what  right  one  Story  had  to 
evict  him  ; and  also,  that  the  said  plea  states  in  the  commencement  that 
the  plaintiff,  during  the  tenancy,  after  the  expiration,  &c.,  and  then  goes 
on  to  say,  one  Story,  lawfully  claiming,  &c.,  which  is  absurd  and  without 
sense.  To  the  second  plea  the  plaintiff  also  demurs  specially,  because 
the 'said  plea  professes  to  be  an  answer  to  the  whole  of  the  said  count, 
whereas  the  plaintiff  claims  the  sum  of  <£60  for  rent,  and  the  said  plea 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  only  attempts  to  excuse  the  defendant  for  the  non- 
payment of  the  sum  of  ,£30,  parcel  only  of  the  sum  therein  claimed,  with- 
out confessing  and  avoiding,  or  attempting  to  excuse  the  non-payment  of 
the  remainder  of  the  sum  therein  claimed  ; also,  that  the  said  plea  is 
double,  and  attempts  to  put  in  issue  two  separate  and  distinct  answers  to 
the  said  first  count,  viz.,  the  eviction  of  the  defendant,  and  also  the  sur- 
render of  the  premises  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  before  any  part  of 
the  sum  claimed  became  due  ; also,  that  the  plea  does  not  state  how  the 
defendant  was  evicted  from  the  premises,  whether  lawfully  or  not,  or  what 
right  and  title  Story  claimed  from  the  plaintiff ; also  that  the  said  plea 
admits  that  defendant  was  in  possession  and  occupation  of  the  premises 
or  part  thereof,  for  the  whole  second  year  of  the  tenancy,  but  also  states 
that  the  defendant  left  the  premises  at  the  commencement  of  the  second 
year,  and  long  before  the  eviction  of  the  defendant  from  any  part  of  the 
same;  that  the  said  plea  does  not  state  out  of  what  or  how  much  of  the 
premises  defendant  was  evicted  ; that  the  said  plea  only  appears  to  be 
pleaded  to  the  sum  of  £30,  part  of  the  claim  (the  third  year’s  rent),  but 
goes  on  to  shew  and  put  in  issue  divers  facts,  whereby  he  attempts  to  deny 
the  tenancy  for  any  part  of  the  two  years  for  which  the  rent  is  claimed  : 
and  thereby  excuses  the  non-payment  of  any  part  of  the  sum  claimed; 
also  that  the  said  plea  is  no  answer  to  the  said  first  count,  and  that  the 
same  is  in  other  respects,  uncertain,  informal,  and  insufficient.  Joinder  in 
demurrer. 

Phillpott^,  in  support  of  demurrer. — The  title  paramount  should  be 
pleaded,  but  here  the  pleas  do  not  exclude  the  presumption  that  Story  may 
have  entered  under  a title  derived  from  the  defendant  himself.  The  plea 
is,  that  he  entered  under  a lawful  claim  derived  through  and  under  the 
plaintiff ; but  if  he  entered  claiming  under  a title  from  the  defendant,  he 
would  have  entered  as  the  defendant  has  pleaded,  as  a title  derived  from 
the  tenant  himself  would  give  a lawful  claim  through  and  under  the  plain- 
tiff. In  a plea  of  eviction,  it  must  be  shewn  that  the  eviction  has  been  by 
paramount  title  (a) ; and  if  it  does  not  appear,  it  is  a good  ground  of 
general  demurrer.  The  first  plea  is  clearly  bad , on  special  demurrer. 

Eccles,  for  the  defendant. — The  agreement  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
has  declared,  is  for  a tenancy  for  three  years,  and  the  rent  claimed  is  for 
the  second  and  third  years,  but  during  this  period  the  tenant  was  evicted 
from  a part  of  the  premises,  and  immediately  he  ceased  to  be  liable  under 


,(a)  1 Chit.  PI.  7 ed.  345  ; Cases  Tern.  Hard.  371  ; 10  Co.  158  ; Dyer,  56. 
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the  agreement,  though  he  might  be  sued  for  use  and  occupation.  This 
was  held  in  Stokes  v.  Hooper  (a)  and  the  plea  in  this  case  was  framed 
on  that  authority.  It  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  he  shewn  how  the 
tenant  was  evicted,  but  it  is  admitted  that  it  must  be  shewn  to  have  been 
by  a paramount  title  ; and  laying  it  as  here  to  have  been  by  a lawful  title, 
it  must  have  been  by  a title  paramount  derived  from  the  plaintiff ; if 
it  had  been  derived  from  the  tenant,  the  averment  could  not  have  been 
made  in  its  present  form. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — The  first  plea  we  think  is  bad,  on  special  demurrer, 
for  one  of  the  causes  assigned,  that  it  is  nonsensical,  not  stating  distincrly 
whether  it  was  the  plaintiff  or  Story  who  evicted  the  defendant.  But  it 
is  bad  also  for  the  more  substantial  reason  urged  as  fatal  on  general 
demurrer,  that  it  does  not  shew  that  the  eviction  was  by  one  having  an 
elder  title.  The  stating  merely  as  is  done  in  this  plea,  that  Story  entered 
under  a lawful  claim  derived  through  and  under  the  plaintiff,  does  not 
shew  that  it  might  not  have  been  under  a title  derived  from  the  tenant 
himself  after  the  lease,  for  that  would  have  been  a lawful  title  derived 
through  and  under  the  plaintiff,  though  not  immediately  from  him,  and 
yet  such  an  eviction  would  furnish  no  ground  for  suspension  of  the  rent — 
Browning  v.  Wright  (&),  Brookes  v.  Humphreys  (c).  The  other  plea  is 
also  in  our  opinion  bad,  for  the  same  reason,  that  it  does  not  shew  con- 
clusively that  the  evictor  did  not  enter  under  a title  taken  immediately 
from  the  defendant  himself.  Stating  that  the  title  was  “derived  by,, 
through,  and  under  ’•  the  landlord,  does  not  import  that  it  came  directly 
from  him  to  the  person  evicting.  If  the  eviction  was  under  a title  given 
by  the  defendant  himself,  such  title  might  truly  be  said,  to  be  a title 
derived  by,  through,  and  under  the  plaintiff^  and  yet  the  evictor  might 
have  been  lawfully  claiming  under  it  as  the  plea  avers. 

J udgment  for  plaintiff. 
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Before  Mr.  Justice  Jones. 


Hughes  v.  Hamilton  et  al. 

Where  a defendant  moved  to  set  aside  an  alias  writ  for^  want  of  an  original  to 
warrant  it,  and  his  affidavit  did  not  shew  that  no  original  writ  had  issued,  his 
rule  was  discharged  with  costs. 

If  a rule  is  discharged  on  a preliminary  objection,  such  as  an  error  in  the 
entitling  of  an  affidavit,  &c.,  costs  will  not  be  allowed  ; but  if  the  objection  is  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  materials  on  which  the  rule  has  been  moved,  the  rule  will 
be  discharged  with  costs. 

Kccles  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  alias  writ  of  testatum  capias 
ad  respondendum  served  on  Hamilton,  one  of  the  defendants,  on  the 
(a)  3 Camp.  514.  (b)  2 B.  & P.  14.  (c)  5 Bing.  N.  C.  55. 
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ground  that  there  was  no  original  writ  issued  to  warrant  it,  or  to  set  aside 
the  service  on  another  objection,  which  it  is  not  material  to  state,  as 
there  was  no  divscussion  upon  it. 

The  affidavit  of  Hamilton  was  filed,  in  which  he  swore  that  he  had 
been  served  with  the  alias  writ  annexed,  and  that  he  had  not  been  served 
with  any  other  writ  or  paper  in  the  cause  since  the  last  Easter  Term. 
To  this  affidavit  was  annexed  a rule  of  court  setting  aside  a writ  of  ca. 
re.,  in  a suit  between  these  same  defendants  and  John  Hughes,  the  plain- 
tiff’s name  in  this  rule  and  the  alias  writ  being  David  John  Hughes,  and 
there  was  an  affidavit  also  annexed  stating  that  that  rule  to  set  aside  the 
ca.  re.  had  been  obtained  the  last  term. 

J.  Hlllyard  Gameron  shewed  cause. — The  rule  must  be  discharged,  as 
there  is  nothing  whatever  before  the  court  to  shew  that  an  original  writ 
has  not  issued  ; and  a party  coming  into  court  to  object  to  a proceeding 
for  irregularity,  must  take  care  that  the  materials  on  which  his  application 
is  founded  are  sufficient.  The  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  Hamilton,  says 
that  he  has  been  served  with  no  other  writ  or  paper  in  the  cause  since 
last  Easter  Term,  but  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  have  ben  served  ; 
if  he  had  been  served  with  an  original,  the  presumption  would  be  that 
there  was  no  necessity  for  an  alias  ; and  the  very  reason  why  the  alias  has 
issued  may  have  been  because  the  original  was  not  served  at  all,  or  not 
served  properly.  The  rule  of  last  term  cannot  remove  this  objection,  as 
it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  made  in  this  cause.  The  rule  too  should 
be  discharged  with  costs,  as  this  not  a mere  preliminary  objection  to 
the  entitling  of  an  affidavit,  but^one  against  the  very  groundwork  of  the 
defendant’s  application,  and  when  the  objection  is  of  that  nature  costs 
will  be  allowed;  at  any  rate  the  costs  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
and  in  a case  of  this  nature  they  ought  not  to  be  refused. — Harris  v. 
Matthews,  (a) 

Eccles,  in  reply. — The  rule  cannot  be  supported  but  it  ought  to  be 
discharged  without  costs  ; as  the  practice  has  been  always  to  refuse  costs 
when  the  party  applying  to  set  aside  a proceeding  for  irregularity  is  turned 
round  upon  a mere  preliminary  objection. 

Jones,  J. — The  rule  must  be  discharged,  and  with  costs.  The  objec- 
tion is  not  merely  to  some  slight  informality  in  the  form  of  the  defendant’s 
affidavits  or  rule,  but  shows  a substantial  defect  in  the  materials  on  which 
the  defendant’s  application  is  founded.  Under  such  circumstances,  costs 
ought  not  to  be  refused.  Eule  discharged,  with  costs. 


In  re  Thirkell  et  al. 

Semble  \ Where  parties  executed  articles  of  agreement  to  refer  to  arbitration,  ■ 
and  the  articles  contained  no  clause  to  make  the  submission  a rule  of  court, 
but  by  a subsequent  instrument  some  months  afterwards  such  a clause  was 
introduced,  that  such  a submission  could  not  be  made  a rule  of  court  under 
the  statute. 

If  the  time  for  making  an  award  has  been  enlarged  by  the  arbitrators,  such 
enlargement  must  be  specified  in  the -rule  of  court  on  the  submission,  on  an 
application  to  set  aside  the  award. 

In  this  matter  the  parties,  Joseph  Thirkell,  Thomas  Masson  and  George 

Strachan,  co-partners  in  business,  by  articles  of  agreement,  dated  the  8th 


{a)  4 Dowl.  6o8. 
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August,  1844,  agreed  to  submit  all  matters  in  difference  to  the  award 
of  John  Counter  and  William  Craig,  and  such  third  person  as  they  might 
choose,  so  as  the  said  award  should  be  made  by  the  15th  October  then 
next  ensuing.  The  arbitrators  appointed  Charles  Heath  as  the  third 
arbitrator.  , On  the  25th  September,  by  endorsement  on  the  articles  of 
submission,  the  time  for  making  the  award  was  extended  to  15th  Novem- 
ber, and  from  time  to  time  to  18th  February,  1845  ; and  on  the  27th 
January,  1845,  an  endorsement  was  made  on  the  articles,  under  the  hands 
and  seals  of  the  parties,  by  which  they  agreed  that  the  submission  between 
them  should  be  made  a rule  of  court,  no  such  agreement  or  consent  being 
contained  in  the  original  submission.  On  the  18th  February,  the  arbi- 
trators made  their  award,  and  in  Easter  Term  last,  the  original  submission 
was  made  a rule  of  court ; but  the  indorsement,  by  which  the  agreement 
to  make  the  submission  a rule  of  court  was  shewn,  was  not  set  out  in  the 
rule,  nor  were  the  several  enlargements  of  the  time  for  making  the  award 
mentioned  or  specified  in  the  rule.  This  rule  was  taken  out  by  Mr. 
Breakenridge,as  counsel  for  Thirkell,  in  whose  favour  the  award  was  made, 
for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  upon  the  award  by  attachment.  During 
the  same  term  Masson  and  Strachan  obtained  rules  nisi,  returnable  the 
first  day  of  this  term,  to  set  aside  the  award  on  several  grounds.  Against 
these  rules. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron  now  showed  cause. — There  is  a preliminary  ob- 
jection to  these  rules,  which  will  save  the  necessity  of  examining  the 
voluminous  affidavits  that  have  been  filed.  The  original  submission  con- 
tains no  agreement  of  the  parties  that  their  submission  shall  be  made  a 
rule  of  court ; and,  without  that  condition, the  statute  of  9 & 10  Will.III.ch, 
15  would  not  operate  upon  it.  But,  it  may  be  urged  that  the  indorsement 
in  January  of  such  an  agreement  is  sufficient;  but  it  will  not  be  found  to 
be  so,  as  the  words  of  the  statute  are  express  that  it  shall  and  may  be 
lawful  to  agree  that  their  submision  shall  be  made  a rule  of  court,  &c., 
and  to  insert  such  agreement  in  their  submission  or  the  condition  of  the 
bondorpromise  whereby  they  oblige  themselves  respectively  to  submit  to  the 
award  or  umpirage  of  any  person  or  persons;  which  agreement  being  so  made 
and  inserted  in  their  submission  or  promise,  or  condition  of  their  respec- 
tive bonds,  shall  or  may,  upon  producing  an  affidavit  thereof  made  by  the 
witnesses  thereto,  or  any  one  of  them,  in  the  court  in  which  the  same  is 
agreed  to  be  made  a rule,  and  reading  and  filing  the  said  affidavit  in  court, 
be  entered  of  record  in  such  court.”  In  both  Watson’s  and  Caldwell’s 
treatises  on  awards,  such  an  agreement  as  is  shown  here  is  stated  not  to  be 
within  the  statute,  and  Lord  Eaymond,  675,  seems  conclusive  upon  the 
point.  The  rule  of  court  is  also  wrong,  as  it  does  not  contain  any  refer- 
ence to  the  various  enlargements  that  have  taken  place,  and  they  ought 
to  be  noticed  in  the  rule. 

Kirhpatrich  and  Campbell^  of  Kingston,  supported  the  rule. — The 
agreement  is  sufficient  to  bring  the  case  within  the  terms  of  the  statute, 
and  the  counsel  for  Thirkell  ought  not  to  be  heard  on  the  other  giound 
of  objection,  as  the  rule  was  moved  by  themselves,  and  they  are  now 
taking  advantage  of  their  own  mistake. 

Jones,  J. — It  appears  from  the  several  cases  on  the  subject,  that  the 
consent  to  make  the  submission  a rule  of  court  must  be  contained  in  the 
submission  itself;  and  it  is  extremely  doubtful  whether  a subsequent  con- 


IN  RE  MACMULLEN  AND  CAYLEY. 


175 


sent,  such  as  has  been  shewn  in  this  case,  is  within  the  statute,  the  words 
of  which  are  very  explicit ; and  Lord  Holt  says  in  Lord  Eaymond  675, 
“consent  to  make  a submission  a rule  of  court  must  be  in  the  submission, 
for  no  subsequent  consent  would  be  within  the  act.”  But  here  the  sub- 
sequent submission  is  not  set  out  in  the  rule  of  court,  and  therefore  no 
authority  whatever  appears  to  be  given  to  the  court.  The  rule  is,  in  my 
opinion,  a nullity ; if  it  were  a mere  irregularity,  the  only  way  in  which 
advantage  could  be  taken  of  the  defect  of  authority,  would  be  by  moving 
to  set  aside  the  rule.  These  rules  nisi  must,  therefore,  be  discharged; 
but,  as  the  submission  was  made  a rule  of  court  by  the  counsel  of  the 
party  now  resisting  the  setting  aside  of  the  award,  they  will  be  discharged 
without  costs. 

Eule  discharged  without  costs. 

In  re  McMullen  and  Cayley. 

Where  one  of  the  parties  to  a reference  requires  the  arbitrators  to  examine  wit- 
nesses, which  they  refuse  to  do,  the  award  will  be  set  aside,  although  it  be 
shewn  that,  before  the  submission  was  signed,  the  arbitrators  informed  the 
parties  that  they  would  not  allow  either  of  them,  or  their  attorneys  or  agents, 
to  be  present  at  their  investigations. 

G.  Duggan  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  award  made  in  this  matter 
against  McMullen,  on  several  grounds,  the  principal  of  which  was,  that 
the  arbitrators  had  refused  to  examine  several  witnesses  on  behalf  of 
McMullen,  whom  he  was  ready  to  produce  before  them.  It  appeared 
that  McMullen  had  rented  a warehouse  and  wharf  from  Cayley,  and  had 
had  various  transactions  with  him  connected  therewith ; and  differences 
having  arisen  between  them,  at  the  suggestion  of  Cayley,  Williamson  (one 
of  the  arbitrators)  a clerk  in  the  office  of  Messrs.  Gamble  & Boulton, 
Mr.  Cayley’s  solicitors,  was  appointed  to  examine  the  books,  and  adjust 
tlie  accounts.  The  books  having  been  kept  in  a very  loose  and  unsatis- 
factory manner,  Williamson  found  that  he  could  not  settle  the  accounts 
after  several  examinations,  and  McMullen  proposed  to  Cayley  that  all  the 
matters  in  dispute  should  be  referred  to  Williamson  and  T.  D.  Harris  ; 
and,  Cayley  having  agreed  to  this  proposal,  arbitration  bond  between  the 
parties  were  prepared  accordingly.  Before  the  execution  of  these  bonds, 
however,  McMullen  was  informed  by  the  arbitrators  that  they  should 
proceed  lo  investigate  the  matters  in  difference  without  the  attendance  of 
the  parties,  or  their  attorneys  or  agents  before  them ; but  nothing  was 
said  about  the  examination  of  witnesses.  After  the  execution  of  the 
bonds,  and  on  the  day  on  which  it  was  understood  that  the  arbitrators 
intended  proceeding  in  the  matter,  McMullen  attended  with  several  wit- 
nesses, whom  he  desired  to  have  examined  in  support  of  his  account ; but 
he  was  informed  by  Mr.  Harris  that  they  should  proceed  with  the  reference 
by  an  investigation  of  the  books  without  examining  his  witnesses,  unless 
they  required  evidence,  when  they  would  give  him  notice.  The  arbitra- 
tors did  not  examine  any  witnesses  on  either  side,  but  made  up  their 
award  from  an  inspection  of  the  books  alone. 

/.  L.  Robinson  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  McMullen  had 
allowed  the  arbitration  to  proceed  with  a full  knowledge  of  the  course 
that  , the  arbitrators  intended  to  pursue,  and  could  not  noyr  object  to  it. 


176 


PRACTICE  COURT,  TRINITY  TERM,  9 VIC. 


Before  the  bonds  of  submission  were  signed,  he  received  an  intimation 
that  the  arbitrators  would  exclude  the  parties  from  their  investigation  ; 
and  he  must  therefore  have  been  aware  that  the  arbitrators  intended  to 
proceed  upon  an  examination  of  the  books  alone,  which  had  been  already 
investigated  by  one  of  them,  with  McMullen’s  own  assistance.  The  case 
was  different  from  the  ordinary  cases  that  were  to  be  found  in  the  books 
on  the  examination  of  witnesses,  as  McMullen’s  own  consent  to  the  course 
of  proceeding  adopted  should  he  considered  as  an  approval  of  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  evidence  upon  which  the  award  was  founded,  particularly  as 
it  appears  from  the  affidavits  that  the  claims,  which  the  witnesses  were  to 
substantiate,  were  allowed  by  the  arbitrators. 

Jones,  J. — Arbitrators  are  the  judges  selected  by  the  parties,  and  the 
mode  of  proceeding  must  be  left  to  themselves,  and  when  each  party  has 
an  equal  chance  the  court  will  not  interfere  to  set  aside  the  award — 
Hewlett  et  al.  v.  Laycock  et  al.  (a);  so  that  in  the  exclusion  of  the  parties 
neither  could  complain,  and  more  particularly  is  McMullen  restrained 
from  complaining,  as  he  was  informed  before  he  executed  the  bond  of 
submission  that  the  parties  would  be  so  excluded.  ISTothing,  however, 
seems  to  have  been  said  then  of  the  exclusion  of  witnesses ; and  I think 
the  refusal  of  the  arbitrators  to  examine  them,  when  they  were  afterwards 
requested  to  do  so  by  McMullen,  was  irregular,  and  that  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  say  that  their  examination  would  not  have  affected  the  result,  or  that 
the  claims  or  a portion  of  them  to  which  the  testimony  of  his  witnesses 
was  said  to  he  applicable,  were  allowed  him.  Want  of  notice  to  the 
parties  of  the  meetings  of  the  arbitrators,  or  examining  witnesses  in  the 
absence  of  one  of  the  parties,  is  an  irregularity  for  which  the  courts  will 
set  aside  an  award,  without  any  corruption  or  improper  motive  being 
imputed  to  the  arbitrators,  although  in  Morris  v.  Eeynolds,  (b)  where 
the  arbitrators  proceeded  without  giving  the  party  complaining  of  the 
award  time  to  be  heard  or  to  produce  a witness.  Holt,  C.  J.,  says,  “The 
arbitrators  being  judges  of  the  parties  own  choosing,  the  party  shall  not 
come  and  say  that  they  have  not  done  him  justice,  and  put  the  court  to 
examine  it.”  In  Pepper  v.  Graham,  (c)  the  arbitrators  having  proceeded 
on  the  reference,  informed  the  defendant,  who  was  present  at  the  meeting, 
that  they  would  suspend  their  proceedings  until  some  books  of  account 
had  been  referred  to,  and  having  afterwards  made  an  award  in  his  absence  ’ 
without  examining  such  books,  the  court  set  aside  the  award,  holding,  that, 
if  the  arbitrators  considered  it  unnecessary  to  inspect  the  books,  the, 
‘defendant  should  have  had  notice  of  it.  InBedington  v.  Southall, (f?)  it  was 
•decided  that  all  the  witnesses  of  the  party  against  whom  the  award  was^ 
given  not  having  been  examined,  and  in  his  presence,  the  award  should ' 
be  set  aside.  In  an  anonymous  case  in  2 Chit.  44,  an  award  was 
set  aside  under  the  following  circumstances.  After  an  action  brought' 
for  repairing  a house,  &c.,  the  matters  in  difference  had  been  referred  to 
arbitrators,  who  made  their  award  upon  a view  of  the  premises,  without 
•calling  the  parties  before  them ; Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  said,  that 
although  the  premises  might  almost  tell  their  own  tale,  yet  there  might  be 
other  facts  which  should  be  inquired  into,  such  as  payments  by  the  party, 
or  excuses  for  not  repairing,  &c.  So  here,  the  books  would  best  speak 
for  themseles,  but  there  might  be  other  claims,  which  the  party  could 
(a)  2 C.^P.  574  (b)  1 Salk.  73.  (c)  4 Moore,  148.  {d)  4 Price,  232. 
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insist  upon,  or  he  might  desire  to  disprove  the  claims  of  the  opposite 
party  by  the  witnesses  offered  for  examination.  In  Phipps  v.  Ingraham,  {a) 
the  arbitrator  said  it  was  no  use  examining  witnesses,  having  himself 
inspected  a phaeton,  respecting  which  the  reference  was  made.  The 
court  determined  that  the  arbitrator-was  bound  to  hear  the  witnesses 
whom  the  plaintiff  offered ; and  because  they  were  not  examined,  set  aside 
the  award  which  had  been  made  in  favour  of  the  defendant;  Lord 
Abinger  observing,  that  there  was  no  imputation  on  the  arbitrator’s  cha- 
racter, but  that  he  was  bound  to  examine  the  plaintiff’s  witnesses.  Here 
there  has  been  an  irregularity  of  the  same  kind  on  the  part  of  the  arbi- 
trators, and  I am  of  opinion  that  the  award  must  therefore  be  set  aside, 
Mr.  McMullen  consenting,  as  he  has  offered  to  do,  to  another  reference. 

Eule  accordingly. 


Goslin  V.  Tune, 

A sheriff  cannot  be  relieved  from  the  effect  of  an  adverse  claim,  under  the  Inter- 
pleader Act,  if  he  has  not  seized  the  goods  which  are  the  subject  of  the  claim, 
in  execution, 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron  had  obtained  a rule  nisi  on  behalf  of  the  sheriff 
of  the  Brock  District,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  and  claimant  of  certain  goods 
to  come  in  under  the  Interpleader  Aety-to  establish  their  respective  rights, 
on  an  affidavit  shewing  that  an  execution  against  the  goods  of  the 
defendant  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  had  been  placed  in  the  sheriff’s 
hands,  and  that  when  he  was  about  to  seize  certain  goods  as  the  property 
of  the  defendant,  they  were  claimed  by  his  son,  who  threatened  proceed- 
ings, and  in  consequence  the  sheriff  did  not  proceed,  but  now  applied  to 
the  court. 

Crawford  shewed  cause  for  the  plaintiff,  and  urged  that  it  was  not  a 
case  within  the  statute,  as  no  seizure  had  been  made  by  the  sheriff.  The 
cases  under  the  statute  are  all  collected  in  1 U.  C.  Jurist,  44,  and  Hol- 
ton V.  Guntrip,  {h)  is  directly  in  point ; and  as  the  plaintiff  has  been 
unnecessarily  brought  before  the  court,  the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged 
with  costs  against  the  sheriff. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  case  of  Holton  v, 
Guntrip  is  admitted  to  be  in  point,  but  still  there  is  much  room  for  argu- 
ment on  the  statute,  the  words  of  which  are  when  any  such  claim  shall 
be  made  to  any  goods  or  chattels  taken  or  intended  to  he  taken  in  execu- 
tion, &c. these  goods  were  intended  to  be  taken,  but  for  the  interference 
of  the  claimant.  If,  however,  the  rule  should  be  discharged,  the  sheriff 
ought  not  to  be  made  to  pay  the  costs,  as  he  had  reason  to  believe  that 
the  statute  was  applicable  to  the  case. 

Jones,  J. — There  cannot  be  an  interpleader  unless  the  sheriff  is  in  pos- 
session of  the  goods,  because  in  such  case  he  cannot  deliver  them  to  either 
one  party  or  the  other ; and  the  intention  of  the  statute  was,  to  give  the 
sheriff  relief  when  there  was  an  adverse  claimant  to  the  goods  on  their 
seizure.  The  point  is  not  a new  one,  having  been  already  expressly 


(a)  3 Dowl.  699. 
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(6)  6 Dowl.  130. 
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adjudged  in  the  case  referred  to  in  the  argument,  and  in  other  cases,  and 
as  the  sheriff  has  unnecessarily  brought  the  plaintiff  into  court,  his  rule 
must  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Eule  discharged  with  costs. 

Leahy  v,  Loucks. 

Since  the  new  rules,  it  is  irregular  to  rule  a plaintiff  to  enter  the  issue,  the  proper 
course  is,  to  demand  a similiter,  and  if  he  be  not  given,  to  sign  judgment  of 
non  pros. 

Read  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  rule  which  had  been  taken 
out  by  the  defendant  in  this  cause  to  enter  the  issue,  contending,  that 
since  the  new  rules,  the  similiter  might  be  added  as  a matter  of  course, 
and  if  the  plaintiff  did  not  join  issue  on  the  defendant’s  pleading,  he 
might  be  compelled  to  do  so  by  a demand  of  a similiter,  and  if  it  was 
not  entered,  judgment  of  non  pros,  might  be  signed.  He  cited  Wilks  v. 
Dodd,  (a)  Hodges  v.  Diley.  (h) 

Crooks  shewed  cause. 

Jones,  J. — The  plaintiff’  cannot  be  ruled  to  enter  the  issue,  since  the 
new  rules,  but  the  course  to  be  adopted  is,  to  demand  a similiter,  and  if 
none  is  given  sign  judgment  of  non  pros. ; as  this  however  is  a new  point 
in  this  court,  I make  the  rule  absolute  without  costs. 

Eule  absolute,  without  costs. 


Bates  v.  McMahon. 

Where  a rule  nisi  is  moved  to  set  aside  the  service  of  process,  on  the  grounds  dis- 
closed in  affidavits  filed,  and  the  irregularity  complained  of  is  in  the  copy  of 
process  annexed  in  the  affidavits  filed,  and  does  not  appear  in  the  affidavits 
alone,  the  rule  will  be  discharged. 

G.  Duggan  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  service  of  process  in 
this  cause,  “on  grounds  disclosed  in  affidavits  filed.” 

Crawford  shewed  cause,  and  objected  that  there  was  no  cause  of  irregu- 
larity apparent  on  the  exarhination  of  the  affidavits,  but  that  the  objec- 
tion, if  any,  was  to  the  copy  of  the  writ  annexed  to  the  affidavits,  and  he 
contended,  on  the  authority  of  several  adjudged  cases  in  this  court,  that 
the  copy  of  process  could  not  be  looked  at,  as  it  was  not  referred  to  in 
the  rule  nisi. 

Jones,  J. — The  rule  nisi  is  insufficient,  and  must  be  discharged,  but 
without  costs. 

Eule  discharged. 


COLQUHOUN  ET  AL.  V.  CoNNELL. 

Under  the  testatum  writ  act,  a plaintiff  cannot  issue  a testatum  writ  in  an  outer 
district  to  the  Home  District,  and  issue  an  alias  from  the  Home  District,  on 
filing  the  original  there,  as  all  the  proceedings  must  be  carried  on  in  the  same 
office. 

G.  Duggan  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  alias  testatum  writ  of 
capias  ad  respondendum  in  this  cause,  and  the  arrest  of  the  defendant 


{a)  3 Scott.  769. 


{b)  7 Dowl.  555. 
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thereon,  on  the  grounds  disclosed  in  affidavits,  that  the  plaintiffs  had 
commenced  proceedings  by  issuing  a testatum  writ  of  capias  from  the 
Eastern  District  to  the  Home  District,  and  on  a return  of  non  est  to  that 
writ,  an  alias  was  issued  from  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  crown  in  the 
Home  district,  without  any  affidavit  of  debt  being  filed  there,  or  any  other 
papers  in  the  cause  except  the  original  writ. 

Brough  shewed  cause. 

Jones,  J. — A testatum  writ,  under  the  late  statute,  may  issue  from 
any  district,  but  in  such  case,  all  the  proceedings  thereon  must  be  had 
in  that  district.  The  first  testatum  cannot  be  returned  to  the  Home 
District  office,  or  any  other  office,  except  that  from  which  it  was  issued, 
and  an  alias  be  taken  out  thereon,  more  particularly  in  a bailable  case, 
where  there  is  no  affidavit  filed  to  warrant  the  alias  writ. 

Eule  absolute . 

Sewell  v.  Drat. 

A writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  cannot  be  issued,  since  the  Insolvent  Act, 

upon  an  affidavit  filed  under  the  former  law  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 

Charles  Robinson  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  writ  of  capias  ad 
satisfaciendum  issued  in  this  cause,  and  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  there- 
on, on  grounds  disclosed  in  affidavits  filed,  which  shewed  that  before  the 
insolvent  law,  8 Vic.  ch.  48,  was  passed,  the  plaintiff  had  made  an  affi- 
davit, in  the  form  used  before  that  act,  to  arrest  the  defendant  on  mesne 
process;  that  he  afterwards  obtained  judgment,  and  without  making  any 
new  affidavit,  issued  a writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  and  arrested  the 
defendant  upon  it  after  the  act  came  into  operation. 

Sullivan  shewed  cause. — The  arrest  has  been  properly  made,  as  the 
plaintiff  has  proceeded  according  to  the  very  words  of  the  statute.  The 
forty-fourth  clause  of  the  statute,  after  stating  the  form  of  affidavit  to  be 
used  in  cases  of  arrest  on  mesne  process  thereafter,  proceeds,  “and  in  all 
cases  in  which  the  party  has  been  held  to  special  bail,  it  shall  not  be 
necessary  to  make  or  file  any  further  or  other  affidavit,  before  suing  out  a 
capias  ad  satisfaciendum^  upon  ajudgmen  , obtained  in  the  same  action; 
but  when  the  party  has  not  been  held  to  special  bail,  a writ  of  capias  ad 
satisfaciendum  may  issue  after  judgment  upon  an  affidavit  of  the  same 
' form  as  is  hereby  required  to  be  made,  for  the  purpose  of  suing  out  a 
capias  on  mesne  process,  or  upon  affidavit  by  the  plaintiff,  his  servant,  or 
agent,  that  he  hath  reason  to  believe  that  the  defendant  hath  parted  with 
his  property,  or  made  some  secret  or  fraudulent  conveyance  thereof,  in 
order  to  prevent  its  being  taken  in  execution.”  Here  the  defendant  has 
been  held  to  special  bail,  and  therefore  no  new  affidavit  is  necessary,  the 
very  words  of  the  act  shewing  conclusively  that  the  arrest  may  be  made 
under  these  circumstances. 

Robinson^  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  evident  intention  of  the  act  is,' 
to  provide  for  cases  of  arrest  on  final  process  made  after  the  passing  of  ‘ 
the  act,  as  by  the  former  statute  arrest  in  execution  was  abolished 
altogether.  It  could  not  be  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  an  affi- 
davit made  before  the  act  should  have  the  effect  of  authorizing  an  arrest 
in  execution,  when  no  arrest  could  be  made  in  execution  when  the  affi- 
davit was  sworn  to.  The  spirit  of  the  statute  is  violated,  and* the  defen- 
dant ought  to  be  discharged  from  custody. 
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Jones,  J. — Although  the  defendant  acted  according  to  the  letter  of 
the  law,  I think  that  he  has  not  acted  according  to  its  spirit;  and  as  a 
liberal  construction  should  be  given  to  the  statute  in  favour  of  liberty,  I 
make  the  rule  absolute,  but  without  costs,  and  on  the  defendant  con- 
senting to  bring  no  action. 

Eule  accordingly. 


QUEEN'S  BENCH. 

TEINITY  TEEM,  9 VICTOEIA. 


Present, — The  Chief  Justice, 

Mr.  Justice  McLean, 

Mr.  Justice  Hagerman. 

Mr.  Justice  Jones  sitting  in  the  Practice  Court. 

Mr.  Justice  Macaulay  returned  from  England  during  this  term,  and 
heard  arguments  in  some  cases  in  the  second  week  of  term,  but  did  not 
deliver  judgment  in  any  of  the  following  cases. 


Davis  v.  Moore  et  al. 

Commissioners  of  the  Court  of  Requests  under  the  old  Court  of  Requests  Act, 
who  had  given  judgment  in  a matter  beyond  their  jurisdiction.  Held  not  to 
be  liable  for  a seizure  committed  under  an  execution  issued  on  the  judgment  by 
the  judge  of  the  District  Court,  under  the  Division  Court  Act;  Held,  also,  that 
the  bailiff  who  made  the  seizure  was  not  liable,  though  it  was  necessary  that  his 
defence  should  be  pleaded  specially,  as  there  was  no  privilege  of  giving  the  spe- 
cial matter  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue,  under  the  Division  Court  Act, 
or  the  I Vic.  ch,  i6;  but  qucere,  whether  he  does  not  come  within  the  provisions 
of  the  English  statute  21  Jac.  i ch,  12.  A verdict  in  trespass  against  four,  was 
allowed  to  stand  in  favour  of  three  defendants,  and  a new  trial  was  granted 
in  favour  of  the  fourth. 

Trespass  quare  clausum  fregit.  2nd  count,  for  taking  goods.  The 
action  is  against  four.  Lister,  Moore,  W eir,  and  Whitehead.  Lister  pleads 
general  issue,  by  statute;  2ndly,  to  second  count,  denies  that  the  goods 
were  plaintiff’s.  Moore,  Weir,  and  Whitehead  plead  general  issue  by 
statute;  2ndly,  Statute  of  Limitations;  3rd,  to  second  count,  denying 
that  the  goods  were  the  plaintiff’s.  Plaintiff  joins  issue  on  all  the  pleas. 
Verdict  for  the  defendants  on  the  issue  to  the  first  count,  and  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  second  count,  and  13^.  10«.  6<i.  damages. 

Crawford  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  verdict  on  leave  reserved  at  the 
trial,  for  Moore,  Weir,  and  Whitehead,  and  for  a new  trial  as  to  Lister, 
on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  against  him  is  contrary  to  law  and  evi- 
dence, and  for  misdirection,  or  on  payment  of  costs  with  leave  to  file  a 
special  plea.  The  case  is  this:  The  plaintiff  had  sued  one  Ives,  in  the 
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Court  of  Eequests,  for  a division  of  the  district  of  which  Moore,  White- 
head  and  Weir  were  commissioners  under  the  statute  then  in  force.  Ives 
advanced  a sum  which  exceeded  the  plaintiff’s  demand,  6^.  Is.  \d.^  and 
it  was  allowed  him,  although  the  principal  item  was  one  which  was  clearly 
not  within  their  jurisdiction,  being  for  consequential  damages  occasioned 
to  Ives  by  Davis  not  repairing  his  mill-dam,  by  which  Ives  lost  three 
barrels  of  pork,  in  transporting  it  down  the  Grand  Eiver.  The  commis- 
sioners gave  judgment  for  Ives,  in  the  ease  for  the  excess  of  his  set-off 
above  the  plaintiff’s  demand,  in  which  they  seem  to  have  exceeded  their 
jurisdiction.  No  execution  was  ever  issued  by  them  on  this  judgment. 
When  the  Division  Court  Act  came  into  force,  all  the  papers,  &c.  of 
the  late  commissioners  were,  under  the  general  provisions  of  that  law, 
placed  in  the  hands  of  the  judge  of  the  District  Court,  and  he  finding 
the  judgment  recorded,  issued  a warrant  upon  it  at  the  request  of  the 
person  to  whom  the  judgment  had  been  assigned,  not  being  aware  of  the 
illegality  of  the  judgment,  and  on  this  warrant,  the  defendant.  Lister, 
seized  the  plaintiff’s  goods,  and  sold  them.  It  was  objected,  at  the  trial, 
that  there  was  no  ground  for  suing  the  three  commissioners,  because  they 
did  nothing  more  than  give  an  erroneous  or  illegal  judgment ; they  issued 
no  execution  upon  it ; that  was  the  act  of  another,  done  at  a time  when 
they  had  ceased  to  have  any  authority  or  control  over  the  proceedings. 

Eccles  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendants,  Moore, 
Whitehead,  and  Weir,  are  entitled  to  a verdict ; they  neither  committed 
the  trespass  complained  of  in  the  second  count  that  is,  the  seizing  and 
selling  the  plaintiff’s  goods,  nor  authorized  any  one  else  to  do  it.  The 
utmost  that  can  be  said  is,  that  if  they  had  not  given  the  illegal  judg- 
ment, no  such  writ  would  have  issued ; but  that  is  stating  a consequen- 
tial damage.  The  case  cited  of  Scott  v.  Shepherd,  3 Wils.  403,  is  not 
analogous  ; there  the  person  who  threw  the  squib,  imparted  the  actual 
force  which  occasioned  the  injury.  Clearly  the  commissioners  were  not 
trespassers  when  they  gave  Jhe  judgment,  and  the  issuing  a warrant  upon  it 
was  the  act  of  another  person,  which  they  could  not  control.  It  might 
as  well  be  contended,  that  if  any  man  were  to  load  a gun  and  set  it  in  a 
corner  of  his  room,  he  would  be  a trespasser,  if  another  person,  a year 
after,  were  without  his  knowledge  to  take  it  out  and  shoot  his  neighbor’s 
horse  with  it.  As  to  Lister,  the  bailiff,  it  is  unfortunate  he  mistook  in 
supposing  that  he  had  by  the  statute  the  privilege  of  giving  his  defence 
under  the  general  issue  ; that  has  been  omitted  in  the  protecting  clause, 
4 & 5 Victoria,  ch.  3,  sec.  61.  It  was  urged  that  the  combined  effect  of 
the  53d  clause  of  the  4 & 5 Victoria,  ch.  3,  and  of  1 Victoria,  ch.  16,  sec. 
4,  is  to  enable  the  bailiff  in  this  case  to  give  the  special  matter  in  evidence 
under  the  general  issue ; but  it  is  clear  the  4th  clause  of  1 Victoria,  ch. 
16,  only  provides  for  the  giving  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue  such 
an  order  of  a justice  of  the  peace  as  is  referred  to  in  that  clause.  It  has 
not  been  contended  that  the  bailiff  of  a Division  Court  comes  within  the 
English  statute  21  Jac.  I.  ch.  12,  sec.  5,  and  I apprehend  we  cannot  hold 
him  to  be  within  its  provisions,  although  they  are  such  as  should  receive 
a liberal  construction.  The  bailiff  of  .a  Division  Court  is  not  a “consta- 
ble,” and  is  not  a bailiff  of  “a  city  or  town  corporate;”  but  the  bailiff  of 
a court.  That  point  was  not  raised  at  the  trial,  or  in  the  argument.  It 
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may  \be  thought  worth  while  to  contend  for  it  in  some  other  case,  and 
therefore  I do  not  express  a decided  opinion  upon  it.  We  could  not 
properly,  perhaps,  if  we  thought  that  the  statute  extended  to  this  case, 
grant  a new  trial  on  that  question,  without  paying  costs.  Considering 
that  the  defendant.  Lister,  has  not  entitled  himself  by  his  pleading  to 
give  the  warrant  in  evidence,  which  would  have  constituted  his  defence, 
and  that  to  grant  him  a new  trial  in  order  that  he  might  defend  himself, 
on  another  trial,  effectually,  by  being  allowed  to  amend  his  pleadings,  is 
an  indulgence  which  we  could  only  properly  grant  him  on  condition  of  his 
paying  costs,  I have  been  inclined  to  refuse  the  application,  for  the  verdict 
is  small ; and  it  seemed  to  me,  therefore,  not  to  be  a case  in  which  we 
should  interpose  in  order  to  save  the  defendant.  Lister,  from  the  effect  of 
his  own  laches  in  pleading,  especially  as  there  seems  to  be  a difficulty  in 
the  way  of  granting  a new  trial  to  one  defendant,  while  another  defendant 
has  a verdict  in  his  favour  on  the  same  record,  and  does  not  signify  his 
assent  to  the  application  for  a new  trial ; but  my  brothers  are  both  dis- 
posed to  think  that  the  ends  of  justice  require  a new  trial,  and  there  are. 
several  considerations  which  induce  'me  to  concur  with  them  in  granting 
it.  It  is  plain  on  the  evidence,  that  the  bailiff  has  done  nothing  wrong 
the  warrant  contained  no  information  of  the  tact  of  the  commissioners 
having  entertained  jurisdiction  of  a matter  not  within  their  authority  to  try; 
he  did  only  his  duty  in  executing  a warrant  which  oiithe  face  of  it  was  legal. 
And  he  is  therefore  not  liable  because  the  commissioners  exceeded  their 
jurisdiction  in  the  judgment  which  they  gave — Carratt  v.  Morley  et  al.  (a). 
And  it  would  be  hard  when  this  jurisdiction  has  been  created  for  the  ease 
and  convenience  of  the  public,  that  a bailiff  who  has  only  done  his  duty 
in  executing  its  process  should  suffer, — and  perhaps  to  a degree  that 
might  ruin  him,  on  account  of  an  error  of  others  of  which  he  could  have 
no  knowledge,  and  for  which  he  is  by  law  not  responsible.  It  is  true  that 
he  ought  to  have  pleaded  his  defence  specially ; but  as  the  legislature 
have,  by  an  evident  inadvertence,  omitted  to  give  the  usual  protection  to 
the  full  extent,  we  may  make  some  allowance  ^r  the  defendant  imagining 
that  it  had  been  given  by  the  clause  referred  to,  or  in  effect  by  the  other 
statute  cited  in  the  argument.  It  was  oppressive  to  sue  ail  the  commis- . 
sioners  as  well  as  the  bailiff,  the  latter  indeed  should  not  under  the  cir- 
cumstances have  been  sued  at  all ; but  if  any  of  these  commissioners  had 
been  left  out  of  the  action,  it  might  have  been  shewn,  and  I think  it  very 
probable  from  the  nature  of  the  evidence  given  that  it  would  have  been 
shewn,  that  after  all  there  was  nothing  illegal  done  by  the  commissioners; 
for  if  Davis  assented  to  the  pork  being  allowed  for,  the  commissioners . 
might  not  improperly  give  the  other  party  its  value ; and  the  clerk  of  the 
commissioners  swore  that  Davis  agreed  not  to  make  any  difficulty  about 
the  jurisdiction,  though  whether  he  did  or  did  not  agree  to  pay  for  the 
pork,  the  clerk  did  not  remember.  As  to  the  objection  that  a new  trial 
cannot  be  granted  on  the  prayer  of  one  defendant  who  has  failed,  where; 
other  defendants  in  the  cause  have  a verdict — at  least  not  without  the 
consent  of  the  others — though  it  may  not  have  been  done,  yet  the 
courts  have  shewn  a strong  disposition,  and  we  may  indeed  say  a resolu- 
tion, not  to  allow  such  a difficulty  to  stand  in  the  way,  where  it  is  plain 
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that  the  verdict  against  either  of  the  defendants  is  illegal  or  urijast,  and 
should  be  relieved  against — Glreen  v.  Elgie  et  al  (a).  We  do  not  hold 
the  objections  conclusive,  and  grant  a new  trial  to  the  defendant,  Lister, 
on  payment  of  costs  ; the  verdict  which  has  been  rendered  in  favour  of 
the  other  defendants  to  stand.  Rule  accordingly. 

Doe  Gilkison  v.  Shorey  et  al. 

Where  a defendant  obtains  a rule  nisi  for  a nonsuit  as  on  leave  reserved,  and  it 
afterwards  appears  that  no  such  leave  was  reserved,  the  court  will  not  allow 
him  to  change  his  rule  into  a rule  for  a new  trial. 

Ejectment  for  lot  11  in  the  4th  concession  of  Sidney,  against  Shorey, 
Perry,  and  Germain.  Shorey  defends  for  the  premises,  under  the  name 
of  lot  12,  in  the  4th  concession  of  Sidney.  Perry  defends,  calling  the 
land  the  west  half  of  10,  and  Germain  the  east  half  of  10,  in  the  4th 
concession  of  Sidney.  All  however  admit  in  the  consent  rules  that  they 
are  defending  for  the  same  lands,  which  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifl  describes 
and  claims  as  lot  11  in  the  same  concession  and  township.  The  jury 
found  a verdict  in  favour  of  Perry  and  Germain,  and  against  Shorey, 
Wallhridge  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  nonsuit,  on  behalf  of  Shorey,  on 
leave  reserved  at  the  trial. 

Sherwood  S.  (r.,  and  J.  Hillyard  Cameron  shewed  cause,  and  urged 
that  as  no  leave  had  been  reserved  to  enter  a nonsuit,  the  rule  must  be 
discharged. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — The  defendant  Shorey  has  moved  for  and  obtained 
a rule  nisi  for  a nonsuit  only,  and  has  not  asked  for  a new  trial.  We 
cannot  grant  a nonsuit,  because  the  objections  made  at  the  trial  were  dis- 
posed of  there,  and  no  leave  was  reserved  to  move  to  enter  a nonsuit ; and 
besides  there  could  be  no  nonsuit  in  this  case  at  any  rate,  because  two 
of  the  defendants  have  obtained  a verdict.  If  Shorey  had  moved  for 
something  that  he  was  in  strictness  entitled  to,  and  could  have  succeeded 
in,  unless  the  court  had  thought  justice  would  be  better  attained  by 
granting  relief  in  another  shape,  then  they  might,  as  is  often  done,  have 
made  the  rule  in  terms  varying  from  the  motion  ; but  it  is  different  where 
a party  moves  only  for  something  which  cannot  be  granted  to  him.  If 
the  defendant  Shorey  is  really  confident  that  he  has  a good  case  in  law  or 
on  the  merits,  he  can  remedy  the  omission  to  move  for  a new  trial,  by 
bringing  an  ejectment  himself.  Upon  an  examination  of  the  evidence, 
however,  we  see  no  good  ground  for  finding  fault  with  the  verdict. 

Rule  discharged. 


Crosby  v.  Reesor  et  al. 

Where  [the’  plaintiff  declared  in  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  a school 
house  of  the  plaintiff,  situate  on  a certain  lot  in  the  village  of  Reesorville,  and 
the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  said  close  on  which  the  school  house  was 
erected,  was  his  soil  and  freehold,  the  plea  was  held  good  on  general  demurrer. 

The  plaintiff  declares  in  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  a certain 
school  house  of  the  plaintiff,  situate  and  being  on  village  lot  number  three 
in  the  village  of  Reesorville,  in  the  township  of  Markham,  in  the  Home 
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District.  The  defendants  plead,  that  the  said  close  or  piece  of  land  upon 
which  the  said  schoolhouse,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  is  situate, 
and  which,  &c.,  now  is,  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  was  the  close, 
soil,  and  freehold  of  the  defendant  Reesor,  wherefore  he  and  the  other 
defendants,  by  his  command,  entered  as  they  lawfully  might,  &c.  To 
this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  and  the  defendant  demurred  to  the 
replication,  but  as  the  replication  was  admitted  to  be  bad,  and  no  ques- 
tion arises  upon  it,  it  is  omitted. 

A.  Wilson  for  plaintiff.  The  replication  cannot  be  supported,  but  the 
plaintiff  objects  to  the  pleas  as  being  no  answer  to  the  declaration.  The 
plaintiff  declares  for  a trespass  to  a school  house,  and  the  defendant 
pleads  that  the  close  on  which  the  school  house  is  situate  is  his  soil  and 
freehold,  but  although  the  close  may  be  his  soil  and  freehold,  it  does  not 
follow  that  the  school  house  is,  and  the  plea  being  pleaded  to  the  entry 
into  the  school  house  as  well  as  upon  the  close,  cannot  be  sustained. 

Phillpotts  for  the  defendants.  The  plaintiff,  if  he  had  any  distinct 
right  to  the  house,  should  have  shewn  it  in  his  replication,  but  as  he  has 
set  out  the  statement  of  the  close  in  his  declaration,  the  defendant  cannot 
be  precluded  from  answering  it,  as  otherwise  the  plaintiff  might  recover 
for  a trespass  to  property,  the  title  to  which  was  in  the  defendant  him- 
self. If  the  declaration  had  been  for  a trespass  to  the  school  house  alone, 
the  plea  mentioning  the  close  would  probably  have  been  bad,  but  even 
then  it  ought  to  have  been  objected  to  on  special  demurrer. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendants’  breaking 
into  and  entering  a certain  school  house  of  the  plaintiff,  situate  on  a cer- 
tain lot.  The  defendants  answer  that  the  close  named  in  the  declara- 
tion, on  which  the  school  house  was  erected,  is  the  soil  and  freehold  of 
the  defendant  Reesor,  wherefore  he  and  the  others,  by  his  command, 
entered  the  school  house,  as  they  lawfully  might.  The  plaintiff  objects 
that  that  is  no  defence,  because  although  the  land  is  the  property  of 
the  defendant  Reesor,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  house  built 
on  it  is  his  also,  and  that  as  the  declaration  complains  of  no  injury  to  the 
land,  but  to  the  house  only,  the  plea  should  have  claimed  title  in  the 
house,  and  not  in  the  land.  No  doubt  the  house  might  belong  to  a 
different  person  from  the  owner  of  the  land,  as  there  might  be  distinct 
freeholds  in  different  apartments  in  the  same  house  ; but  although  the 
ownership  of  the  land  does  not  always  draw  with  it  the  ownership  of  the 
house,  it  does  so  ordinarily,  and  in  contemplation  of  law  the  owner  of  one 
owns  also  the  other,  until  the  contrary  is  shewn.  We  agree  with  what 
the  defendant’s  counsel  contended  for,  that  if  the  contrary  was  the  case 
here,  it  lay  upon  the  plaintiff’  to  shew  that  in  his  replication,  as  indeed  he 
seems  to  have  understood,  for  he  did  attempt  to  meet  the  plea  in  that 
way,  by  shewing  that  the  right  of  possession  in  the  house  became  in  a 
certain  way  vested  in  him  ; but  his  replication  is  bad  for  duplicity,  and 
was  given  up  on  the  argument.  The  owner  of  the  soil  owns  also  the 
growing  trees  upon  it,  but  yet  he  may  have  sold  some  of  them  ; and  if 
trespass  was  brought  against  him  in  such  a case,  for  entering  afterwards 
and  taking  them,  he  might  well  plead  that  the  close  was  his,  wherefore 
he  entered  and  cut  the  trees.  That  would  be  a good  defence,  until  the 
plaintiff  replied,  setting  forth  that  the  trees  did  not  in  fact  belong  to  him, 
though  the  lands  did. 


Judgment  for  defendant. 
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Meyers  v.  Marsh. 

Where  a declaration  in  trespass  was  for  "fixtures”  wheels,  mill-stones  and 
machinery,  general  damages  having  been  assessed  on  the  whole  declaration, 
it  was  held,  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  word  "fixtures”  would 
not  necessarily  be  taken  to  mean  things  attached  to  the  freehold. 

In  the  first  count,  plaintiff  declares  in  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering 
into  four  grist-mills,  four  messuages,  &c.,  situated  on  Lot  No.  1,  in  the  3rd 
concession  of  Sidney  ; and  in  second  count  he  complains  that  the  defen- 
dant, with  force  and  arms,  forced  and  tore  to  pieces  the  said  grist-mills 
of  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and  seized,  took  and  carried 
away  the  fixtures,  mill-stones,  smut-mill,  wheels,  machinery  and  wooden- 
work  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  grist-mills,  of  great  value  &c.,  and 
converted  and  disposed  thereof  to  his  own  use.  The  defendant  demurred 
to  the  first  count ; to  which  the  plaintiff  then  entered  a nolle  prosequi, 
and  the  parties  went  to  trial  upon  the  pleas  of  the  general  issue,  and  not 
possessed  to  the  second  count,  and  the  plaintiff  obtained  a verdict  for  ,£100, 
Against  this  verdict  the  defendant  obtained  a rule  nisi  in  Easter  Term, 
8 & 9 Victoria,  which  was  argued  the  same  term,  and  the  rule  dis- 
charged last  term,  (a)  and 

Read,  this  term,  moved  for  a rule  nisi  to  arrest  the  judgment  because 
the  word  ‘‘fixtures”  was  in  the  second  count,  and  he  contended  that  as 
“fixtures”  could  only  be  considered  as  attached  to  the  freehold  the 
action  could  not  be  maintained. 

. Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  do  not  see  any  sufficient  grounds  for  arresting 
the  judgment,  and  we  therefore  leave  the  defendant  if  he  believes  there  is 
any  valid  exception  to  bring  his  writ  of  error.  The  objection  is  to  the  second 
count,  a nolle  prosequi  having  been  entered  to  the  first.  It  surely  cannot' 
be  denied  that  it  is  a trespass  to  tear  to  pieces  a grist-mill  or  a building 
of  any  kind  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  and  as  to  the  seizing,  taking,  carry- 
ing away  and  converting  fixtures,  millstones,  wheels,  machinery,  &c.  there 
is  nothing  to  shew  that  any  of  the  specified  articles  were  fixtures,  and 
after  verdict  it  will  be  contended  they  were  not ; and  as  to  the  term 
fixtures,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  England  has  determined  recently 
that  trover  will  lie  for  fixtures,  or  rather  that  a declaration  in  trover  for 
fixtures  will  be  sustained  after  verdict,  on  the  principle  that  a fixture 
when  detached  from  the  freehold  loses  its  legal  character,  and  becomes  the 
chattel  of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  and  that  it  must  be  presumed  after  the  verdict 
that  it  must  have  been  proved  that  what  is  called  a fixture  in  the  declaration 
was  not  at  the  moment  of  the  alleged  trespass  a fixture  in  the  technical 
lecal  sense. — Sheen  v.  Eickie.  (h)  The  decision  to  which  I refer  may 
be  quoted  as  a strong  case  to  shew  the  extent  to  which  the  courts  have 
gone  to  support  a verdict  against  technical  objections,  and  whether  we 
agree  fully  in  all  the  reasoning  of  the  judges  or  not,  we  abide  by  it  so  far, 
that  we  do  not  grant  a rule  for  arresting  the  judgment. 

Eule  refused. 


! 


(a)  Ante  page  148. 


{h)  5 M.&  W.  175. 
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The  plaintiff  declared  in  assumpsit  on  an  agreement  with  the  defendant  to  make 
100,000  bricks,  and  then  averred  that  he  had  made  68,ooo  of  them,  and  pre- 
pared in  part  30,000  more,  but  that  the  defendant  would  not  allow  him  to 
complete  them,  but  absolutely  discharged,  hindered  and  prevented  him  from 
doing  so.  The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  that  the  plaintiff  entered  upon  a close 
of  the  defendant  to  complete  the  work  there,  and  that  the  defendant  prevented 
him  as  he  lawfully  might,  which  was  the  same  hindering  and  preventing  , and 
secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  making  the  bricks  upon  a close  of  the  defen- 
dant, and  had  made  68,000  of  them  in  so  bad  and  unskilful  a manner,  and  was 
proceeding  to  make  the  rest  in  the  same  way,  and  that  therefore  the  defendant 
did  then  forbid,  hinder  and  prevent  him  from  making  the  residue,  which  i& 
the  same  hindering  and  preventing,  &c.  The  plaintiff  replied  leave  and 
license  to  the  first  plea,  and  demurred  to  the  second,  and  the  defendant  de- 
murred to  the  replication  of  license.  Held,  that  both  pleas  were  bad,  because 
pleaded  to  the  whole  declaration,  and  not  answering  the  discharge,  and  that 
the  replication  of  leave  and  license  was  good. 

The  plaintiff  complains  in  the  first  count,  “Eor  that  whereas  heretofore, 
to  wit,  on  the  15th  day  of  January,  1844,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff 
at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  had  then  agreed  with  and  promised  the 
defendant  to  make  a certain  number  or  quantity  of  bricks,  to  wit,  to  the 
number  of  100,000.  for  the  defendant,  at  a certain  price,  and  upon  cer- 
tain terms  then  agreed  upon  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  that 
is  to  say,  that  the  said  plaintiff  should  make,  mould  and  burn  100,000 
bricks  of  the  regular  standard  size,  both  in  length, breadth  and  thickness. 
The  said  defendant  agreed  to  provide  all  wood  necessary  to  be  used  by 
the  plaintiff  in  burning  the  said  bricks,  and  to  provide  a horse  when 
required  for  the  purpose  of  grinding  clay  and  carrying  sand  and  other 
materials  necessary  to  be  used  by  the  plaintiff  in  making  the  said  100,000 
bricks.  In  consideration  whereof,  the  defendant  promised  and  agreed  to 
pay  the  plaintiff  for  each  and  every  thousand  of  the  said  bricks  so  made 
as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  125.  6c?.  currency;  to  wit,  of  lawful  money  of 
Canada,  he  the  defendant  undertook  and  promised  the  plaintiff  to  permit 
and  suffer  him  to  perform  and  complete  the  said  work  in  the  terms  afore- 
said. And  the  plaintiff  in  fact  saith,  that  although  he,  confiding  in  the 
said  promise  of  the  defendant,  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  and  for  that  purpose,  procure  and  find  all  labour  necessary 
for  commencing  and  performing  the  same,  and  did  commence  and  perform 
the  same  in  part,  to  wit,  did  make,  mould,  burn  and  complete,  68,000  of 
the  said  bricks,  according  to  the  said,  agreement,  and  that  he  the  said 
plaintiff  did  also  prepare  30,000  bricks  for  burning.  And  he  the  said 
plaintiff  hath  always  been  ready  and  willing  to  perform  and  complete  the 
whole  ol  the  said  work  upon  the  said  terms  according  to  the  said  agree- 
ment, whereof  the  defendant  hath  always  had  notice.  Yet  the  defendant 
not  regarding  the  said  promise,  did  not,  nor  would,  suffer  or  permit  the 
plaintiff  further  to  proceed  with  or  complete  the  said  work,  but  on  the  | 
contrary  thereof  wholly  refused  so  to  do,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
1st  day  of  July,  1844,  wrongfully  and  absolutely  discharged  and  hin- 
dered and  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  performing  and  completing  the  I 
residue  of  the  work,  by  means  whereof  he  the  plaintiff  hath  lost  and  been  | 
deprived  of  divers  great  gains  and  profits  which  would  otherwise  have  I 
arisen  and  accrued  to  him  from  the  completion  of  the  same  work,  and 
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the  price  and  value  of  the  work  by  him  so  done,  and  of  the  work  to  be 
by  him  completed  according  to  the  said  agreement,  are  unpaid  and  unsatis- 
fied. To  this  the  defendant  pleads,  first,  that  the  said  plaintiff  at  the  said 
time  when,  &c.  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  entered  upon  a certain 
close  of  the  said  defendant  being  the  north  half  of  Lot  No.  13,  in  the  1st 
concession  south  of  Dundas  Street  in  the  township  of  Toronto  in  the 
Home  District,  and  was  then  about  to  perform  and  complete  the  residue 
of  the  work  in  that  count  mentioned,  in  and  upon  the  said  close  of  the 
said  defendant,  and  thereupon  the  said  defendant,  as  he  lawfully  might, 
at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  hindered  and  prevented  the  said  plaintiff  from 
performing  and  completing  the  residue  of  the  said  work  in  and  upon  the 
said  close  of  the  said  defendant,  T^hich  is  the  same  hindering  and  prevent- 
ing of  which  the  said  plaintiff  hath  above  in  the  said  first  count  in  that 
behalf  complained  : verification.  And  secondly,  that  after  the  making  of 
the  said  agreement  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day 
of  April,  1844,  the  said  plaintiff  commenced  the  said  work  in  the  said 
first  count  mentioned,  upon  a certain  close  of  the  defendant  then  in  the 
occupation  of  the  defendant,  and  continued  to  prosecute  the  same  in  the 
said  close,  until  the  prohibition  in  the  said  count  mentioned  and  next 
hereinafter  spoken  of.  And  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  he  was 
ready  and  willing  and  would  have  allowed  the  said  plaintiff  to  have  prose- 
cuted the  said  work  upon  the  said  close,  if  the  plaintiff  had  bestowed  upon 
the  making  of  the  said  bricks  due  and  proper  care  and  skill.  But  the 
defendant  saith  that  the  plaintiff  manufactured  so  many  of  the  said  bricks 
as  the  said  plaintiff  did  complete,  to  wit,  68,000  thereof,  in  so  bad,  imper- 
fect and  unworkmanlike  a manner  that  the  same  were  wholly  useless  to 
the  defendant,  and  the  said  plaintiff  was  then  about  to  manufacture  the 
residue  of  the  said  bricks  upon  the  said  close  in  the  same  bad,  imperfect, 
and  unworkmanlike  manner,  wherefore  the  defendant  did  forbid,  hinder 
and  prevent  the  said  plaintiff  from  prosecuting  the  said  work  upon  the 
said  close  of  the  defendant,  as  he  lawfully  might,  which  is  the  same  hin- 
dering and  preventing  as  in  the  said  first  count  of  the  said  declaration 
mentioned  : verification.  To  the  first  plea  the  plaintiff  replies  leave  and 
license,  and  to  the  second,  demurs  specially,  because  the  said  plea  does 
neither  traverse  nor  confess  and  avoid  the  allegation  in  the  first  count, 
that  the  defendant  discharged  the  plaintiff  from  the  completing  of  the 
said  work,  neither  does  it  distinctly  deny  or  confess  and  avoid  the  aver- 
ment that  the  defendant  hindered  and  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  com- 
pleting the  same,  but  attempts  to  justify  the  hindering  and  preventing, 
the  plaintiff  from  proceeding  to  complete  the  said  work  in  the  close  of 
the  defendant.  And  for  that  the  alleged  cause  of  justification  is  deficient 
in  law.  And  also  for  that  it  is  not  stated  in  the  said  plea,  nor  does  it 
appear  by  the  said  first  count,  in  what  particular  manner  or  of  what  par- 
ticular quality  the  said  bricks  were  to  be  made.  The  defendant  joins  in 
demurrer  to  the  first  plea,  and  demurs  to  the  replication  to  the  second 
plea,  because  the  said  replication  is  a departure  from  the  first  count  of 
the  declaration  of  the  said  plaintiff,  and  attempts  to  set  up  a new  and 
different  agreement  from  that  stated  in  the  said  first  count  of  the  said 
declaration,  and  that  it  does  not  appear  by  the  said  first  count,  or  by  the 
said  replication,  that  the  said  defendant  agreed  to  permit  the  plaintiff 
j to  perform  and  complete  the  residue  of  the  said  work  upon  the  said  close, 
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and  that  it  does  not  appear  but  that  the  license  was  revoked.  J oinder 
in  demurrer, 

J.  Duggan^  for  plaintiff.  As  to  the  plea  on  which  the  first  demurrer 
arises,  whether  the  plaintiffs  replication  of  license  be  good  or  not,  the 
plea  is  certainly  no  answer  to  the  first  count.  The  plaintiff  declares  not 
only  because  the  defendant  hindered  and  prevented  him  from  going  on 
with  his  work,  but  also  because  he  absolutely  discharged  him  from  the 
completion  of  it ; and  the  defendant’s  plea  professing  to  answer  the  whole 
of  the  first  count,  answers  only  the  hindering  and  preventing,  and  says 
nothing  whatever  about  the  discharge.  But  the  replication  of  leave  and 
license  is  good,  if  the  plea  can  he  supported.  The  declaration  does  not 
disclose  any  right  in  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  bricks  on  the  defendant’s 
land,  and  therefore  the  replication  of  leave  and  license  shews  that  the 
permission  must  have  been  granted  after  the  agreement  was  entered  into, 
and  there  cannot  be  any  good  reason  urged  why  it  is  not  a sufficient 
answer  to  the  plea.  The  other  plea  is  clearly  had,  for  the  same  reason 
that  has  been  urged  against  the  first,  that  it  professes  to  answer  the  whole 
of  the  first  count,  and  does  not  in  any  way  traverse  or  justify  the  discharge 
of  the  plaintiff  from  the  completion  of  the  work.  The  close  of  the  defen- 
dant being  mentioned  in  the  plea,  cannot  make  any  difference  in  its  effect, 
and  indeed  from  the  way  in  which  it  is  pleaded,  it  would  seem  as  if  the 
defendant  had  had  an  intuitive  knowledge  that  the  plaintiff  intended  to 
make  the  residue  of  the  bricks  badly  and  unskilfully. 

Blake,  for  defendant. — The  peculiarity  of  the  pleas  arises  from  the 
peculiarity  Ol  the  declaration.  The  whole  gravamen  in  the  declaration  is, 
the  hindering  and  preventing  of  the  plaintiff  in  making  the  remainder  of 
the  bricks,  and  the  pleas  answer  that  directly  as  they  ought,  and  it  is  not 
necessary  that  they  should  refer  to  any  other  part  of  the  agreement,  or 
answer  any  other  part  of  the  charge  contained  in  the  declaration.  Then 
the  plaintiff  does  not  say  in  the  declaration  that  he  was  to  make  the 
bricks  on  the  defendant’s  land,  and  when  he  did  make  them  there,  the 
defendant  must  have  had  the  right  to  direct  him  to  discontinue  ; and 
the  plea  of  leave  and  license  is  a departure  from  the  declaration,  and 
raises  up  entirely  new  matter.  If  the  plaintiff  desired  to  rely  upon  the 
leave  and  license,  he  should  have  gone  further  and  shewn  that  it  was  not 
revoked.  The  other  plea  must  he  a good  answer  to  the  declaration.  The 
defendant  could  not  have  been  bound  to  take  from  the  plaintiff  bricks  that 
were  not  merchantable,  for  although  the  contract  was  silent  as  to  the 
description  and  quality  of  the  bricks  to  he  delivered,  the  law  would 
require  that  the  bricks  should  be  of  proper  quality,  and  such  as  might  he 
used  by  the  defendant  for  the  purposes  for  which  he  required  them.  If 
they  were  not  of  a merchantable  quality  he  was  not  hound  to  take  them, 
and  therefore  when  he  saw  that  the  bricks  already  delivered  were  of  a had 
quality,  and  that  those  which  the  plaintiff  was  preparing  were  also  deficient, 
he  determined  not  to  allow  him  to  proceed  any  further  with  the  contract, 
and  that  was  all  the  hinderance  that  the  defendant  offered  him.  Upon 
this  point  he  cited  3 Chit.  Com.  Law.  271  ; Laing  v.  Fidgeon;  {a)  Hol- 
comb V.  Hewson ; (6)  Gardiner  v.  Gray;  (c)  Jones  v.  Bright ; {d)  Chanter 
V.  Hopkins,  (e)  


(a)  6 Taunt.  io8. 
(d)  5 Bing.  533. 


(6)  2 Camp.  391. 
(e)  4 M.  & W.  399. 


(c)  4 Camp.  144. 
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[’  Ewart t on  the  same  side. — The  contract  is  that  the  defendant  would 

r'  permit  and  suffer  the  plaintiff  to  complete  the  work,  and  the  statement 
1 1 of  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  discharged  cannot  be  a breach  of  the  agree- 
\ I ment,  the  charge  in  the  declaration  being  really  that  the  defendant  hin- 
\ ' dered  and  prevented^theplaintiff  in  the  completion  of  the  work, and  not  that 
I he  discharged  him.  There  should  have  been  some  actual  obstruction 
! shewn  if  the  plaintiff  desired  to  make  the  averment  of  discharge  effectual ; 

i as  it  is  the  discharge  from  the  contract  must  be  taken  to  mean,  that  the 

ii  plaintiff  released  him  from  it,  and  that  could  not  furnish  the  plaintiff 
with  any  ground  of  action. 

Kobinson,  C.  J. — This  is  rather  a singular  pleading,  not  as  accurate, 
I think,  as  it  might  have  been,  but  whether  fatally  bad  or  not,  is  another 
question.  As  to  the  demurrer  to  the  replication  to  third  plea,  the  plain- 
tiff’s complaint  in  the  declaration  is,  that  having  agreed  with  the  defen- 
dant to  make  a certain  quantity  of  bricks,  for  him,  he  had  proceeded  to 
fulfil  his  contract,  and  made  some,  and  many  others  in  an  unfinished 
state  and  that  the  defendant  would  not  allow  him  to  complete  them,  but 
hindered,  prevented,  and  discharged  him  from  doing  so.  The  plea  is  that 
the  defendant  entered  on  a certain  close  of  the  plaintiff,  without  his 
leave  in  order  to  complete  the  bricks,  and  that  the  plaintiff  hindered  and 
I prevented  him,  as  he  might  lawfully  do,  which  is  the  same  hindering  and 
preventing  that  the  plaintiff  complains  of.  This  plea  in  effect  admits  that 
!the  plaintiff  had  gone  partly  through  his  work,  and  prepared  30,000 
bricks  for  burning  on  the  defendant’s  land,  and  that  he  would  not  let  him 
finish  them,  claiming  a right  at  his  pleasure  to  turn  the  plaintiff  off  his  soil. 
The  declaration  does  not  say,  where  the  bricks  were  to  be  made,  whether 
on  the  close  in  question  or  elsewhere.  It  stands  indifferent  then,  in  that 
respect,  and  if  the  plaintiff  had,  without  the  defendant’s  knowledge  and 
consent,  presumed  to  go  on  his  land  to  make  the  bricks,  when  it  had  not 
been  agreed  that  he  might  do  so,  of  course  the  defendant  could  forbid 
him  and  turn  him  off,  because  no  such  liberty  could  be  implied,  if  not 
expressly  given.  But  then  the  plaintiff  replies  to  this  plea,  that  before  he 
; entered  he  had  the  license  and  permission  of  the  defendant  to  enter  his 
close  for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  work.  I understand  this  to  be 
an  assertion,  that  he  went  as  far  as  he  did  go,  with  the  defendant’s  per- 
mission • and  then  the  injury  remains,  that  the  defendant  would  not  allow 
' him  to  furnish,  but  hindered  and  discharged  him.  If  it  was  part  of  the 
original  agreement  that  the  bricks  were  to  be  made  on  the  defendant’s 
land  which,  from  some  of  the  terms  in  the  agreement,  I think  was  pro- 
bably the  case,  it  would  have  been  better  to  have  averred  that ; but  per- 
haps it  was  a permission  afterwards  given,  and  then  it  could  not  have 
been  so  pleaded.  The  defendant  does  not  in  his  third  plea  traverse  that 
he  prevented  the  plaintiff  absolutely  from  making  the  bricks,  but  he 
assumes  that  because  he  was  making  them  on  his  land,  he  had  a right  to 
discharge  him  from  making  them  at  all.  The  plaintiff  replies  that  he  had 
his  leave  before  hand,  and  the  defendant  admits  that  he  had, by  demurring. 
If  the  leave  was  so  given,  that  the  defendant  was  at  liberty  to  revoke  it, 
and  did  revoke  it,  he  should  have  rejoined  that  he  did  revoke  it.  Instead 
: of  that,  he  demurs,  and  objects  that  the  replication  sets  up  a new  agree- 
ment, and  departs  from  the  declaration  ; but  I do  not  think  it  objectiona- 
ble on  that  ground,  because  it  was  not  necessarily  part  of  the  original 
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agreement,  and  we  cannot  say  that  it  was  ; it  might  have  been  a mere  per- 
mission afterwards  given,  not  stipulated  for ; and  if  so,  then  pleading 
that  he  had  the  defendant’s  permission  to  do  the  work  where  he  was  doing 
it,  is  all  he  could  have  said  with  truth.  And  the  simple  effect  of 
such  a state  of  facts  would  be,  that  the  bricks  being  made  on  the  defen- 
dant’s land  would  have  been  no  reason  for  stopping  the  work,  though 
without  such  leave  it  might.  Then  as  to  the  objection  that  such  a license 
would  be  revocable,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  averred  that  it  was  | 
not  revoked,  though  indeed  it  appears  that  it  was,  by  the  very  conduct  of 
which  the  plaintiff  complains,  I do  not  consider  that  the  objection  holds.  ■ 
A license  is  not  always  revocable  at  the  caprice  of  the  party  granting  it, 
but  depends  on  the  nature  of  it,  and  the  use  allowed  to  be  made  of  it. 
And  it  is  clear,  I think,  that  if  the  defendant  allowed  the  plaintiff  to  make 
a quantity  of  bricks  for  him  on  the  defendant’s  own  land,  for  the  defen- 
dant’s use,  and  suffered  him  to  expend  his  money  and  labour  in  carrying  i 
the  work  to  a certain  length,  he  could  not  arbitrarily  withdraw  the  per- 
mission,  and  turn  him  off.  It  may  be  doubted,  indeed,  whether  the  defen- 
dant would  not  be  a trespasser  in  taking  the  possession  from  him  till  he  • 
could  finish  the  work,but  certainly  the  preventing  him  from  making  them, 
by  turning  him  away,  would  be  an  unjustifiable  hindrance  of  the  work. 
When  the  defendant  pleads  that  the  plaintiff  entered  on  his  land  for  the  j 
purpose  of  completing  the  residue  of  the  said  work,  he  must  be  taken  to  j 
admit  that  the  30,000  unburnt  bricks  had  been  prepared  there.  I am  of  t 
opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  demurrer  to  the  j 
replication  to  the  third  plea,  which  plea  is  also  bad  in  my  opinion,  for  t 
professing  to  answer  the  whole  count,  and  yet  neither  traversing  nor  justi-  i 
lying  the  discharge.  Then  the  plaintiff  demurs  to  the  defendant’s  fourth  j 
plea.  The  plaintiff  objects  to  it,  that  the  alleging  that  he  was  making  j 
bad  bricks  on  the  defendant’s  land,  is  no  reason,  if  that  were  true,  for  n 
discharging  the  plaintiff  from  completing  his  undertaking  at  all,  that  is,  ! i 
from  making  the  1000,000  bricks,  or  whatever  number  of  them  remained  ,d 
to  be  made  at  any  other  place.  So  far  I agree  with  the  defendant,  that  J 
admitting  as  his  plea  does,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  make  the  'i 
bricks  on  his  land,  still  it  must  be  an  implied  understanding  in  all  such  | 
cases  that  the  workman  understands  his  business,  and  will  execute  it  pro-  o 
perly,and  the  defendant  could  not  be  held  bound  to  submit  to  have  his  land  i 
cut  up  and  the  soil  taken  for  making  bricks  that  were  wholly  useless,  on  J 
account  of  plaintiff’s  want  of  care  or  skill ; and  that  is  the  ground  on  ri 
which  the  plea  rests  the  defence.  If  instead  of  such  a contract,  the 
defendant  had  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  make  some  thousands  of  staves  : 3 
or  a quantity  of  lumber  on  his  land,  and  soon  perceived  that  the  plaintiff  l 
had  spoiled  all  the  trees  he  had  cut  down,  it  would  be  absurd  to  hold  that  s 
he  must  nevertheless  let  him  go  on  and  spoil  all  the  rest  of  his  timber.  » 
But  the  plea  seems  nevertheless  not  to  be  a good  defence  for  this  reason,  f 
The  plaintiff  had  a right  to  make  for  the  defendant  100,000  bricks  to  be  ( 
paid  for  at  a certain  price.  He  says  that  he  had  made  68,000  and  had  4 
partly  made  30,000  more  (leaving  2,000  not  yet  begun  to  be  made)  and  j 
that  the  plaintiff  discharged,  hindered,  and  prevented  him  from  complet-  ? 
ing  the  residue  of  the  work,  that  is  of  100,000.  Now  the  defendant  ' 
does  not  say  that  it  was  agreed  between  them  that  the  100,000  bricks  ^ 
were  to  be  made  on  his  land,  but  merely  that  in  point  of  fact  the  plaintiff  > 
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had  commenced  and  was  prosecuting  the  work  there,”  and  that  because 
he  was  making  bricks  that  were  wholly  useless,  he  hindered  and.  prevent- 
ed the  plaintiff  from  prosecuting  the  said  work  upon  his  close,  which  is 
the  same  hindering  and  preventing  that  the  plaintiff  complains  of  in  the  first 
count.  But  the  plea  professed  to  answer  the  whole  of  the  first  count ; 
and  in  that  count  the  plaintiff  complains  that  the  defendant  absolutely  dis- 
charged, hindered,  and  prevented  him  from  performing  and  completing  the 
residue  of  the  work  (that  is,  the  work  which  he  had  contracted  to  do). 
Now,  if  it  was  part  of  the  agreement,  that  the  bricks  should  be  made  on 
he  defendant’s  land,  and  that  had  been  set  out  in  the  pleadings,  then,  of 
course,  he  would  be  entitled  to  have  them  made  there,  and  would  not  be 
bound  to  accept  bricks  made  any  where  else ; and  in  that  case,  if  by  rea- 
son of  the  plaintiff’s  evident  inability  to  make  good  bricks,  he  could  legally 
object  to  his  going  on  with  the  work  on  his  land,  he  could  for  that  cause 
discharge  and  prevent  him  from  completing  the  work  at  all.  But  for  all 
that  appears  on  this  record,  the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  make  his 
100,000  bricks  elsewhere,  and  that  being  so,  then  the  same  cause  which 
might  justify  the  defendant  in  stopping  the  work  upon  his  land,  would  be 
no  justification  for  his  refusing  to  receive  the  bricks  altogether.  If  the 
plaintiff  had  made  any  where  100,000  good  bricks,  the  defendant  would 
be  bound  to  receive  them,  that  is,  if  made  in  a reasonable  time,  for  it 
seems  by  the  agreement,  that  no  time  was  set ; and  yet  in  his  plea  the 
defendant  assumes  to  justify  the  discharging  him  wholly  from  the  job, 
because  he  was  making  some  bad  bricks  on  his  land  ; he  does  not  traverse 
the  discharging  him,  and  as  that  would,  in  my  opinion,  give  a right  of 
action,  and  is  not  justified,  I think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on 
the  fourth  plea. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 


Thompson  v.  Chambers. 

Where  the  plaintiff  declared  on  a covenant  for  the  payment  of  /250,  by  annual 
instalments  of  ;^62  I OJ-,  on  the  first  of  January  in  each  year,  until  the  whole 
sum  was  paid,  and  assigned  as  a breach,  that  on  the  ist  of  January,  1845,  the 
sum  of  1 25  became  due  for  two  instalments  in  the  said  covenant,  the  decla- 
ration was  held  good,  on  special  demurrer. 

The  plaintiff  declares  in  covenant  “For  that  whereas  heretofore,  to 
wit,  on  the  6 th  day  of  February,  1843,  by  a certain  indenture  then  made 
between  the  plaintiff  of  the  one  part  and  the  defendant  of  the  other  part, 
which  indenture,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  now 
brings  here  into  court,  the  date  whereof  is  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  the 
defendant  did  covenant,  promise  and  agree  to  and  with  the  plaintiff,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  that  he  the  defendant,  his  heirs,  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, or  some  one  of  them,  should  and  would  well  and  truly  pay,  or 
cause  to  be  paid,  unto  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
or  assigns,  the  sum  of  <£250,  of  lawful  money  of  Canada,  the  days  and 
times  and  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  the  sum  of  £62  10s.  on  the 
1st  day  of  January,  1844,  meaning  the  1st  day  of  January  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1844,  and  £62  10s.  on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1845,  mean- 
ing the  1st  day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1845,  and  £62  10s. 
on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1846,  meaning  the  first  day  of  January  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1846,  and  £62  10s.  on  the  first  day  of  January,  1847, 
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meaning  the  1st  day  of  January  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1847,  until  the 
above  sum  of  i£250  was  all  paid,  as  by  the  said  indenture  fully  appears. 
Nevertheless  the  plaintiff  in  fact  saith,  that  after  the  making  of  the  said 
indenture,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  1st 
day  of  January,  1845,  a large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £125, 
for  two  instalments,  payable  by  the  said  indenture,  became  and  was  due 
and  owing  Irom  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesaid,  and  still  is  in  arrearand  unpaid,  contrary  to  the  said  covenant 
of  the  defendant.  To  this  declaration  the  defendant  demurred  especially, 
because  the  two  instalments  could  not  have  become  due  on  the  same  day, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  covenant,  and  that  therefor  the  time  of 
their  becoming  due  was  not  stated  with  sufficient  precision.  J oinder  in 
demurrer. 

Crawford,  for  demurrer. — The  declaration  is  inconsistent.  The 
breach  is  that  the  sum  of  £125  was  due  on  the  1st  of  January,  1845, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  indenture,  when  the  indenture  as  set  out 
shews  that  no  such  sum  was  due  at  that  time.  There  is  no  precise  alle- 
gation in  accordance  with  the  covenant  declared  on,  and  the  inconsistency 
of  which  the  defendant  complains  must  be  a good  cause  of  special  demurrer. 

A.  Bethune,  for  plaintiff. — The  declaration  is  like  the  forms  that  are 
given  for  non-  payment  of  rent  due  on  an  indenture.  There  it  is  frequently 
averred  that  a large  sum  of  money  for  so  many  quarters  was  due  on  a 
particular  day,  and  that  the  amount  has  not  been  paid  ; and  no  objection 
seems  ever  to  have  been  raised  against  such  a form  of  declaration  because 
the  second  quarter’s  rent  has  been  united,  and  declared  to  be  due  and 
payable  at  one  particular  day.  The  effect  of  the  breach  assigned  in  this 
declaration  is  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  the  non-payment  of  rent,  and 
there  is  nothing  inconsistent  nor  calculated  to  mislead  the  defendant  in  it. 

Kobinson,  C.  J. — This  breach  seems  informally  assigned  in  not  stating 
explicitly  which  two  instalments  the  plaintiff  demands,  and  in  stating  that 
they  both  became  due  on  one  day,  because  that  could  not  be  so  ; in  fact  a 
separate  breach  in  regard  to  each  would  seem  to  be  the  more  regular  way 
of  declaring,  but  we  cannot  I think  hold  this  to  be  insufficient.  The 
covenant  is  to  pay  £250  in  a certain  manner,  and  that  is  broken  whenever 
the  defendant  fails  to  pay  any  part  of  it  in  the  manner  mentioned  in  the 
covenant.  In  actions  of  covenant  on  annuity  deeds,  and  on  leases  for 
rent,  I find  it  generally  laid  as  it  is  here,  that  on  a certain  day  a sum 
became  due  for  three  years  of  the  said  annuity,  or  for  a year  and  a half’s 
rent  as  the  case  may  be,  though  it  could  not  all  have  become  due  on  that 
day.  {a)  The  declaration  in  these  cases  however  always,  as  I take  it, 
states  for  v/hat  period  the  rent  or  annuity  is  claimed,  namely,  for  three 
years  annuity,  or  a year  and  a half’s  rent,  ending  on  such  a day  ",  which 
seems  necessary,  to  prevent  the  same  sum  being  claimed  in  another  action. 
This  declaration  however,  though  it  contains  no  such  precise  statement 
in  that  respect,  must  be  regarded  as  sufficiently  certain,  for  it  is  plain 
from  the  time  the  action  is  brought,  that  the  two  instalments  can  be  no 
others  than  those  which  fell  due  in  January,  1844,  and  January,  1845. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 


(a)  5 Wentworth,  73. 


Lee  V.  Purdy, 


Where 'the  plaintiff  declared  in  assumpsit  on  a special  agreement  for  leasing  land 
for  ten  years,  and  the  agreement  it  appeared  by  the  declaration  was  to  be 
reduced  into  writing  to  make  it  effectual  between  the  parties,  and  the  plaintiff 
assigned  as  a breach  that  the  defendant  did  not  execute  the  agreement,  although 
requested,  the  declaration  was  held  bad  on  general  demurrer,  because  it  did 
not  appear  that  the  argument^ was  reduced  to  writing. 

For  that  whereas  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  15th  day  of  April,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1844,  it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant,  that  the  defendant  would  lease  to  the  plaintiff  those  certain 
premises  situate,  lying  and  being  in  the  township  of  Portland,  in  the  said 
district,  being  composed  of  Lot  No.  5 in  the  first  concession  of  the  said 
township,  for  the  period  of  one  year,  to  work  on  shares,  and  also  twenty 
acres  of  wood-land,  of  the  said  lot,  for  the  period  of  ten  years,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  should  clear  and  fence  the  same,  and  leave  it  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  said  term  in  good  farm-like  order.  And  it  was  also  then  and 
there  further  agreed  by  and  between  the  said  plaintiff  and  the  said  defen- 
dant, that  for  the  making  the  said  agreement  effectual,  the  same  should 
be  reduced  to  writing,  and  signed  by  the  parties  mutually.  And  the 
said  agreement  being  so  made,  he  the  said  plaintiff  then  and  there  at  the 
special  instance  and  request  of  the  defendant,  undertook  and  then  and 
there  faithfully  promised  the  defendant  to  work  the  said  farm  on  shares, 
and  to  fulfil  the  said  agreement  in  all  things  therein  contained ; wherefore 
the  defendant  then  and  there  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  undertook 
then  and  there  faithfully  promised  the  plaintiff  to  perform  and  fulfil 
the  said  agreement  in  all  things  therein  contained  on  his  part  to  be  per- 
formed and  fulfilled.  And  the  said  plaintiff  in  fact  saith,  that  although 
the  defendant  in  part  performance  of  his  said  agreement,  did  afterwards 
to  wit,  on  the  16th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  deliver  to  the  said 
plaintiff  possession  of  the  said  farm  to  be  worked  on  shares  as  aforesaid, 
and  although  he  the  said  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing  to  execute  the 
said  agreement,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  August  in  the 
year  aforesaid  offered  to  execute  the  same,  yet  the  said  defendant  wrong- 
fully and  unjustly  intending  to  injure  and  aggrieve  the  said  plaintiff  in 
this  behalf,  hath  not,  (although  he  was  then  and  there  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  requested  by  the  said  plaintiff  so  to 
(do)  as  yet  executed  the  said  agreement  as  aforesaid,  but  hath  hitherto 
wholly  neglected  and  refused  and  still  neglects  and  refuses  so  to  do.  To 
this  declaration  the  defendant  pleaded  a set-off,  and  the  plaintiff  demurred 
specially. 

J . L.  Robinson,  for  plaintiff.— The  plea  is  clearly  bad,  as  a set-off  can- 
not be  pleaded  to  a special  count  of  this  nature. 

H.  Smith,  for  the  defendant,  admitted  that  the  plea  could  not  be  sup- 
ported, but  objected  to  the  declaration  as  vague  and  uncertain,  and  shew- 
ing an  agreement  void  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  that  could  not  be 
enforced. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  plea  it  is  admitted  cannot  be  sustained,  and 
the  defendant  excepts  to  the  declaration,  which  is  framed  on  a very  vague 
and  uncertain  agreement ; but  if  the  declaration  shews  a good  cause  of 
action  and  a breach  well  assigned,  it  must  be  upheld  on  general  demurrer. 
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The  contract  alleged  is  to  work  certain  land  on  shares ; what  shares  % 
equal  or  unequal^  can  we  intend  equal?  Then  what  20  acres  ot  wood- 
land? are  we  to  intend  that  there  were  only  20  in  the  lot  ? if  more 
which  20,  and  who  is  to  choose  ? Then  when  is  the  term  to  commence  ? 
The  plaintiff  should  not,  on  his  own  shewing,  have  entered  until  he  had 
a proper  agreement.  But  it  seems  to  us  that  the  action  is  wholly  founded 
on  a fallacy ; it  is  an  attempt  to  charge  the  defendant  upon  an  agreement 
void  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  As  regards  any  interest  in  this  land  that 
could  be  the  subject  of  a parol  agreement,  we  must  suppose  the  plaintiff 
prepared  to  prove  the  particulars  of  such  agreement,  or  he  could  not  sup- 
port his  declaration  at  the  trial ; and  if  he  can  prove  that  agreement  by 
parol,  and  if  such  evidence  is  admissible,  then  the  defendant  not  binding 
himself  in  writing  to  do  the  same  thing  is  injuria  absque  damno.  An  action 
does  not  arise  upon  every  idle  agreement  that  may  have  been  made  and 
broken ; we  must  see  that  a damage  could  arise  from  such  breach.  This 
applies  to  the  alleged  lease  of  the  cleared  land  for  a year.  Then  as  to 
the  proposed  demise  of  the  wood* land  for  ten  years,  no  such  agreement  can 
be  noticed,  unless  it  is  proved  to  be  in  writing;  a verbal  agreement  respect- 
ing it  would  be  void  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  And  how  can  we 
allow  its  effect  for  the  purpose  of  charging  the  defendant  in  this  indirect 
manner  ? And  besides  this,  it  is  clear  in  our  opinion,  that  there  would 
be  no  breach  of  such  an  agreement  as  is  here  stated,  until  the  plaintiff  had 
tendered  a written  agreement  in  conformity  with  the  alleged  contract,  and 
requested  the  defendant  to  sign  it.  It  does  not  appear  by  the  statement 
in  the  declaration,  that  one  party  was  bound  to  perform  the  agreement 
any  more  than  the  other.  It  is  not  as  when  one  binds  himself  to  grant 
and  convey  to  another  on  a certain  day,  there  he  must  convey  by  the  day ; 
and  it  is  incumbent  on  him  not  merely  to  execute  a deed,  but  to  see  that 
a deed  is  made.  Here  it  is  merely  averred  that  both  parties  agreed,  that 
the  contract  should  be  reduced  into  writing  and  signed  by  the  parties 
mutually.  The  breach  is  that  the  defendant  hath  not  executed  the  agree- 
ment, although  requested,  but  he  could  not  execute  it,  till  it  had  been 
reduced  into  writing,  and  he  did  not  bind  himself  to  do  that.  It  was  as 
much  incumbent  upon  the  other  party  as  upon  him. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 


Doe  Nugent  v.  Hessell. 

A claim  by  a tenant  to  hold  the  land  leased  against  the  landlord,  as  being^of 
right  his  own  ; and  a refusal  to  pay  rent,  on  the  ground  that  the  landlord  had 
no  right  to  it,  is  a forfeiture  by  tenant  of  his  term,  and  the  landlord  can  at 
once  maintain  ejectment  against  him,  during  the  currency  of  the  lease. 

Ejectment  for  the  east  half  of  lot  No.  21,  in  the  first  concession  lake 
side  Marysburgh,  called  the  Hesse  lot.  At  the  trial  the  plaintiff  put  in 
the  following  agreement : — “Be  it  remembered  that  at,  &c.,  it  is  agreed 
this  16th  March,  1840,  between  Daniel  Nugent  of  the  one  part,  and 
George  Hessell  of  the  other  part.  The  said  Daniel,  for  the  consideration 
hereafter  mentioned,  agrees  to  let  his  farm  in  Marysburgh,  known  as  east 
half  of  lot  No.  21  west  of  the  Eock,  whereon  a saw  mill  is  erected,  and 
commonly  called  the  Hesse  Lot,  for  the  space  of  five  years  from  the  date 
hereof,  to  take  and  receive  immediate  possession  of  the  same,  as  well  as 


DOE  NUGENT  V.  HESSBLL. 


195 


house  and  barn,  and  all  other  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging ; and, 
on  making  good  the  payments  as  hereafter  specified,  the  said  George  to 
have  the  sole  possession  of  the  same,  as  fully  in  every  respect  as  the 
aforesaid  Daniel  now  holds  of  the  same.  In  consideration  whereof  the 
said  George  agrees  to  pay  .£25  in  hand ; £12  10s.  on  1st  January,  1841 ; 
£25  on  1st  January,  1842;  £25  on  1st  June,  1842;  £25  on  1st 
January,  1843;  £25  on  1st  January,  1844  ; and  £25  on  1st  of  January, 
1845.  In  the  event  of  failure  of  any  of  the  specified  sums  at  the  times 
mentioned  as  becoming  due  not  being  paid  by  the  said  George,  then  the 
‘aforesaid  Daniel  to  receive  quiet  and  undisturbed  possession  of  the  pos- 
session, free  from  all  incumbrances  from  the  said  George  : That,  should 

. a government  deed  issue  in  the  name,  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  Daniel, 
the  aforesaid  George  further  agrees  to  pay  half  the  expense  of  obtaining 
the  same  on  being  transferred  to  him,  the  aforesaid  George.  It  is  further 
to  be  understood,  that  all  crops  now  sown  and  on  the  ground,  are  belong- 
ing to  the  aforesaid  Daniel.”  And  the  parties  bound  themselves  in  a 
penalty  of  £250  for  the  fulfilment  of  the  agreement.  It  was  further 
proved  that,  when  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  demanded  of  defendant  pay- 
ment of  the  instalment  of  £25  due  on  1st  January,  1843,  the  defen- 
dant said  he  would  not  pay  ; and,  if  the  plaintiff  went  to  law,  he  had 
not  property  enough  to  pay  it.  That  the  plaintiff  had  no  deed  for  the 
place,  and  that  he  had  as  good  a right  to  it  as  the  plaintiff  had,  and  that 
he  could  not  put  him  off.  The  ejectment  was  brought  for  breach  of  the 
agreement  or  lease,  as  it  was  termed  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel ; and,  in 
order  to  prove  that  there  was  no  sufficient  distress  on  the  land,  the  plain- 
tiff called  witnesses,  who  swore  that  the  value  of  the  property  there  was 
not  nearly  equal  to  the  amount  due.  A nonsuit  was  moved  for,  because 
the  lease  was  not  such  a one  as  a distress  could  be  made  under,  and 
because  it  was  not  shewn  that  the  other  requisites  of  the  statute  had  been 
complied  with.  The  learned  judge  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  in- 
strument produced  was  not  a lease,  but  a verdict  was  taken  for  the 
plaintiff  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court,  whether  under  the  circum- 
stances the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  under  the  statute  ; if  not,  the 
verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 

Crawford,  for  the  plaintiff,  cited  Doe  Hitchings  v.  Lewis  {a), 
Richards,  for  the  defendant,  cited  Doe  Graves  v.  Wells  (6);  Doe 
Gooch  V.  Knowles  (c), 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  consider  this  a sale,  and  not  a lease.  The  effect 
of  the  contract  is  to  pay  by  instalments  for  the  fee  simple  ; and  it  seems 
herefore  doubtful  whether  such  a state  of  things  could  be  regarded  as  a 
tenancy  coming  under  the  statute  4 Geo.  II.  ch.  28,  for  the  landlord  has 
nly  the  dry  legal  estate;  he  has  not  the  beneficial  interest  as  the  rever- 
sioner— Parmenter  v.  Webber  (d).  But  the  clear  ground  on  which  the 
^^jplaintiff  is  entitled  to  a verdict  is,  that  the  defendant,  according  to  the 
I lievidence,  wholly  disclaimed  his  title,  and  set  him  at  defiance.  That  is  a 
^ forfeiture  of  the  term,  and  puts  an  end  at  once  to  the  tenancy,  and  enti- 
jples  the  landlord  to  treat  him  as  a trespasser — Doe  Claus  v.  Stew#,rt  (e). 
ll\We  have  examined  the  case  of  Doe  Graves  v.  Wells.  It  is  very  distin- 


(a)  1 Burr.  614.  (b)  2 P.  & D.  396  ; 10  Ad.  & El.  427,  S.  C. 

(c)  8 Jurist,  19  \d)  8 Taunt,  593.  (e)  Ante  vol.  i.  512. 


196 


queen’s  bench,  trinity  teem,  9 VIC. 


guishable  from  the  present  in  its  circumstances.  There  the  question  was 
not  between  the  tenant  and  the  lessor,  who  demised  to  him,  as  it  is  in 
this  case.  There  had  been  a change  of  circumstances  since  the  lease 
was  made  ; and  the  defendants  imagining  that  the  effect  had  been  to  i 
make  them  the  owners  of  the  property,  denied  that  they  had  held  as  : 
tenants.  Now,  whatever  may  have  been  the  grounds  of  their  claim  in 
that  case,  it  would  certainly  seem  to  he  unjust  that  where  from  circum-  i 
stances  which  have  occurred  since  the  lease  was  made,  the  tenant  may  | 
conceive  that  he  has,  by  operation  of  law,  become  the  owner  of  the  fee,  :■ 
he  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  urge  his  claim  to  be  so  regarded,  without  i 
forfeiting  the  term  which  he  had  held  as  a tenant,  in  case  he  should  he 
found  out  to  be  in  law  the  owner  of  the  fee.  It  has  been  determined  in  ' 
several  cases  that  where,  from  circumstances  which  have  occurred  since  - 
the  demise,  the  tenant  may  be  sincerely  in  doubt  which  of  two  opposing  I 
claimants  is  the  owner  of  the  estate,  he  does  not  forfeit  his  right  of  posses-  i 
sion  as  a tenant,  and  subject  himself  to  be  treated  as  a trespasser  by  ■ 
declining  to  pay  his  rent  on  account  of  such  doubt.  It  has  not,  so  far  as 
I can  find  been  yet  determined  in  any  case,  that  a tenant  can  treacher- 
ously turn  round  on  the  very  person  who  demised  to  him,  when  no  cir-  ■ 
cumstances  have  occurred  to  alter  their  relative  positions,  and  refuse  to 
acknowledge  his  title  and  disclaim  to  hold  under  him,  without  subjecting 
himself  to  be  treated  as  a trespasser.  The  language  of  the  judges  in  the 
case  of  Doe  Graves  v.  Wells,  may  seem  to  establish  such  a doctrine,  but 
until  it  is  so  held  in  a case  in  which  that  point  is  presented,  I cannot 
treat  the  previous  cases  as  being  overruled. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff.  . 


Morton  v.  Thompson.  j 

In  an  action  against  the  acceptor  of  a bill,  he  pleaded  that  it  was  accepted  for  | 
the  accommodation  of  the  plaintiff,  and  a verdict  being  found  in  his  favour, 
the  court  refused  to  set  it  aside,  on  affidavits  of  new  evidence  having  been  ' 
discovered  since  the  trial,  the  affidavits  to  establish  that  point  not  having  been 
filed  until  the  second  term  after  the  rule  nisi  was  moved,  and  leaving  it  very 
doubtful  whether  the  new  evidence  was  of  such  a nature  as  would  certainly  I 
avail  the  plaintiff. 

Defendant  is  sued  as  acceptor  of  a bill  of  exchange,  made  payable  to  !| 
the  plaintiff  or  his  order  for  <£500.  Defendant  pleads  first,  that  he  ; 
did  not  accept  the  bill ; secondly,  that  he  accepted  the  bill  for  the  accom- 1 
modation  of  plaintiff  receiving  no  value  for  it ; thirdly,  that  upon  the 
making  of  the  bill,  it  was  agreed  between  plaintiff  and  one  McTaggart,, 
that  plaintiff  should  draw  the  bill,  and  that  McTaggart  should  get  the  i 
same  accepted  by  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  plaintiff  to  get  it  ^ 
discounted  for  the  accommodation  of  plaintiff,  that  it  should  be  taken  up" 
by  plaintiff  if  outstanding  when  due,  and  that  there  should  be  no  claim  li 
by  plaintiff  on  defendant  on  account  of  the  bill.  The  plea  then  averf '! 
that  the  bill  was  drawn,  and  accepted,  and  delivered  to  plaintiff  on  that  ' 
understanding,  and  the  plaintiff  holds  the  same  on  those  terms  and  nC(  J 
other.  Fourth,  that  plaintiff  before  this  action  was  brought,  endorsed  andli^ 
transferred  the  bill  to  a person  unknown,  who  was  from  thenceforth,  andf  i 
is  the  holder  of  the  bill.  There  are  common  courts  in  the  declaration  tc;  1' 
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I which,  the  general  issue  is  pleaded.  Plaintiff  replies  to  the  second  plea, 
I that  defendant  accepted  the  bill  on  a good  and  sufficient  consideration, 
r takes  issue  on  the  3rd  plea,  and  to  the  4th  plea  he  replies  that 
j!  it  is  true  that  he  did  indorse  the  bill  for  a good  consideration  to  the 
I Commercial  Bank,  who  thus  became  the  holders  thereof  when  it  fell  due, 
I that  defendant  made  default  in  paying  the  same  when  duly  presented, 
I and  that  plaintiff  was  obliged  to  take  up  the  bill  from  the  bank,  which 
j thereupon  endorsed  the  bill  over  to  plaintiff,  who  now  holds  the  same, 
I and  traverses  that  any  other  person  has  been  since,  or  is  now,  the  holder 
i of  the  bill.  Upon  the  trial  the  defendant  had  a verdict,  subject  to  the 
1 opinion  of  this  court,  upon  the  evidence. 

I R.E.  Burns^  for  the  plaintiff,  in  the  following  term  (Hilary),  obtained 
|ia  rule  to  show  cause  why  a verdict  should  not  be  entered  for  plaintiff  for 
1 1<£539  U.,  upon  leave  reserevd  at  the  trial,  or  for  a new  trial  upon  the 
' law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection,  and  in  the  following  term,  Easter, 
;the  cause  having  been  tried  in  October  preceding,  he  moved  for  leave  to 
jamend  the  rule  nisi,  which  he  had  obtained  by  adding  thereto  “ upon 
i ilaffidavits,  new  evidence  having  been  discovered  in  the  cause,  with  leave 
; jto  file  an  affidavit  of  one  Conway,  when  the  same  should  be  received  from 
l^few  York.”  The  facts  of  the  case  appear  in  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

I Eccles  shewed  cause. 

1 Eobinson,  C.  J. — Upon  looking  at  the  evidence  given  on  the  trial,  we 
'find  that  the  defence  stated  in  the  third  plea  was  proved,  and  that  the 
i.  prdict  was  rendered  properly  for  the  defendant.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
I it  is  a good  defence,  if  the  acceptor  of  a bill  can  show  that  he  accepted  it 
f |for  the  accommodation  of  the  drawer  to  enable  him  to  get  money  by 
i jliscounting  it,  and  on  his  assurance  that  he  would  take  it  up  when  due, 
■md  that  the  acceptor  should  not  be  held  liable  to  him  on  his  acceptance. 
iWe  have  already,  by  granting  a second  trial,  given  every  opportunity  to 
liave  the  facts  proved.  It  is  contended  that  this  bill  being  furnished  by 
I jMcTaggart  (who,  however  is  no  party  to  it)  on  account  of  a debt  actu- 
I plly  due  by  him,  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  fact  being  known  to  Thompson, 

^ ^uch  a defence  cannot  be  urged,  but  we  find  no  ground  for  such  a distinc- 
< [ion.  Morton  being  disappointed  and  delayed  in  receiving  his  debt  from 
jYcTaggart,  and  pressing  him  for  payment,  may  have  felt  it  to  be  a sub- 
. jitantial  accommodation  to  himself,  to  get  by  his  procurement  a good 
icceptance  from  some  one  else,  on  which  he  could  raise  the  money  in  the 
neantime,  relying  on  McTaggart’s  promise  to  meet  it  by  his  payment, 
md  consenting,  if  he  did  not,  that  he  would  himself  take  up  the  bill,  and 
hat  the  acceptor  should  not  be  troubled.  Such  transactions  are  not  so 
isual  where  there  is  an  actual  debt  at  the  bottom,  for  which  the  creditor 
n general  looks  for  a real  security,  but  they  do  take  place,  and  not  unfre- 
{uently.  If  the  plaintiff  could  have  got  McTaggart’s  acceptance  dis- 
counted at  the  bank,  he  would  no  doubt  have  willingly  taken  it  and  yet 
|hat  would  have  left  him  exposed  to  be  placed  precisely  in  the  situation 

r'le  is  in  now  ; for  if  McTa^gart  had  not  been  punctual,  he  must  have 
aken  up  the  bill,  and  looked  to  his  debtor  for  ultimate  payment 

!1  lis  before.  He  may  have  been  well  content  to  take  Thompson’s  accep- 
ance  for  the  mere  purpose  of  discount,  relying  on  McTaggart  paying  by 
he  time,  and  pledging  himself  not  to  look  to  Thompson  at  all  events, 

; as  the  plea  alleges.  If  the  plaintiff  meant  to  contend  that  an  acceptor 


198 


queen’s  bench,  trinity  term,  9 VIC. 

could  not  thus  protect  himself  when  he  gave  his  acceptance  at  the 
request  of  an  actual  debtor,  and  with  a knowledge  of  the  facts,  he 
should  have  replied  to  this  plea,  that  the  acceptance  was  given  on 
behalf  of  McTaggart,  to  secure  a debt  due  to  Morton.  I do  not  say  that 
that  would  have  availed  him,  if  Thompson,  nevertheless,  agreed  to  take 
it  as  a mere  accommodation  acceptance  ; but  at  any  rate  it  is  not  pleaded, 
and  the  defence  that  was  set  up  w^as  proved.  We  cannot  therefore  say, 
that  the  verdict  was  against  law  or  evidence  or  that  there  was  any  mis- 
direction. The  rule  was  obtained  in  the  term  after  the  trial,  on  these  | 
grounds  only,  and  in  the  next  term  the  plaintiff  moved  to  be  allowed  to  add 
another  alternative  to  this  rule,  that  he  might  obtain  a new  trial  on  the 
discovery  of  fresh  evidence,  namely  the  evidence  of  a person  who  had 
been  resident  at  Bytown,  and  had  heard  the  parties  speak  of  this  trans- 
action, and  who  had  since  removed  to  New  York,  but  the  plaintiff  was  not  ! 
then  prepared  to  file  a properly  authenticated  affidavit  of  this  person  i 
and  has  only  done  so  in  the  third  term  after  the  trial.  This  is  asking  ? 
such  an  indulgence  as  I believe  has  never  yet  been  granted  in  this  court  ; 
and  without  saying  whether  in  some  cases  of  great  importance,  or  where  a ' 
continuing  right  was  to  be  barred,  we  might  not  under  some  remarkable  j 
circumstances  allow  what  is  now  asked,  I am  of  opinion  that  we  should  ! 
not  depart  so  entirely  from  the  common  course  of  proceeding,  in  order  to  i| 
afford  another  chance  of  recovering  against  a surety,  for  such  it  is  admit-  j 
ted  Thompson  is  in  effect,  even  according  to  the  plaintiff’s  statement  of  |! 
the  case.  It  would  not  be  satisfactory  either,  after  a trial  to  open  a case  ' 
in  so  unusual  a manner,  in  order  to  admit  the  kind  of  evidence  which  this  . 
man  Conway  swears  he  can  give,  for  as  to  what  may  have  passed  between  f 
McTaggart  and  Morton  alone  unknown  to  Thompson,  that  could  not 
affect  the  question,  and  the  other  part  of  the  affidavit,  relating  to  expres- 
sions  which  he  says  he  has  heard  Thompson  make  use  of,  admitting  that  | 
he  had  become  bound  to  the  plaintiff  for  McTaggart  in  a large  sum,  every  | 
thing  would  depend  on  the  exact  words  used,  which  a stranger  to  the  | 
transaction  having  no  concern  in  the  matter,  may  easily  have  misunder-  ; 
stood.  That  Thompson  was  liable  to  the  bank  in  consequence  of  his 
acceptance,  was  certain,  and  this  he  may  have  spoken  of  with  regret,  as  i 
Conway  states.  There  is  no  reason  shown  either,  why  the  plaintiff  I 
knowing  as  he  did  what  point  was  to  be  tried,  should  not  as  well  have  I 
thought  before  the  trial  as  since,  of  the  possibility  of  Conway’s  having  || 
some  knowledge  of  the  circumstances.  The  steps  he  has  taken  since  the  ;| 
trial,  should  have  been  taken  before.  If  he  could  not  find  Conway’s  I 
place  of  residence  he  could  have  delayed  going  to  trial  till  he  had  dis-  li 
covered  it.  It  would  be  most  dangerous  to  allow  a party  after  a cause  I 
has  been  tried,  to  consider  whether  there  may  not  be  some  person  who  |l 
may  have  casually  heard  something  of  the  matter  that  has  been  tried  and 
then  sending  to  him  an  account  of  what  his  opponent’s  witnesses  had  sworn, 
to  inquire  whether  he  cannot  contradict  it.  If  Conway  had  had  any  j 
peculiar  connection  with  the  transaction  as  an  agent  or  otherwise,  it  would  f 
have  made  the  grounds  stronger,  but  I fear  we  should  be  opening  a door 
to  great  abuses  if  we  were  to  give  way  to  this  new  application,  made  in  i: 
the  second  term  after  the  trial.  If  we  could  properly  do  it,  our  inclina- 
tion  would  lead  us  to  assent,  because  McTaggart’s  conduct  has  been  sus- 
picious  throughout,  and  the  plaintiff  once  had  a verdict  for  his  demand. 
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though,  from  circumstances  the  case  was  then  undefended.  The  letter 
whmh  was  put  in  from  McTaggart  to  the  plaintiff,  is  in  that  strain  that 
it  would  rather  lead  me  to  think  the  chief  object  was  to  get  paper  that 
would  be  discounted,  rather  than  a good  security  for  the  debt.  I should 
like  to  have  seen  the  letter  from  plaintiff  to  which  that  is  the  answer. 

Eule  discharged. 


Davis  v.  Birdsall  et  al. 

Where  arbitrators  admit  the  testimony  of  a witness  who  has  a distinct  interest 
in  the  matters  in  dispute,  and  afterwards  award  in  favour  of  the  party  on  whose 
behalf  the  witness  was  examined,  the  submission  to  arbitration  containing  no 
consent  to  the  examination  of  the  parties  interested,  the  award  will  be  set 
aside. 

J.  Hillyarcl  Cameron,  obtained  a rule  nisi  last  term,  to  set  aside  the 
award  made  between  the  parties,  on  the  following  grounds:  1st,  Because 
one  Hiram  Humphreys,  a witness  who  was  examined  before  the  arbitra- 
tors, had  a direct  interest  in  the  event  of  the  arbitration,  and  that  fact 
was  not  made  known  to  the  arbitrators.  2nd,  That  the  submission  was 
by  the  defendants  as  executors,  and  the  award  was  against  them  person- 
''ally.  3rd,  That  the  arbitrators  awarded  on  the  costs  of  the  reference, 
which  were  not  submitted  to  them.  It  appeared  upon  the  submission 
and  affidavits,  that  the  defendants  were  the  executors  of  one  Benjamin 
Canby,  deceased,  who  had  a contract  or  agreement  with  a Captain  Hum- 
phrey for  the  sale  of  some  land  many  years  ago;  that  money  had  been 
paid  upon  the  contract  to  Canby,  but  that  the  purchase  had  never  been 
completed.  Humphrey  died,  and  his  son,  Hiram  Humphrey,  made  a claim 
upon  the  defendants  as  Canby's  executors,  for  the  non-completion  of  the 
sale.  He  subsequently  assigned  all  his  interest  in  the  claim  to  the  plain- 
tiff, Davis,  and  this  assignment  and  the  circumstances  connected  with  the 
claim,  were  recited  in  the  submission  to  arbitration,  which  was  under 
seal,  and  described  the  claim  as  made  on  the  defendant’s  executors  of 
the  late  Benjamin  Canby’s  estate.  The  arbitrators  examined  Hiram 
Humphrey  on  the  arbitration,  having  been  given  to  understand  that  he 
had  some  kind  of  interest  in  the  event,  and  they  made  their  award  in 
favour  of  Davis,  for  nearly  <£500,  which  they  directed  the  defendants  to 
pay  to  him  as  the  “representative  of  Hiram  Humphrey.”  By  the  affida- 
vits that  were  filed,  it  appeared  that  Humphrey  had  made  an  agreement 
with  Davis,  by  which  he  was  to  have  a part  of  the  sum  awarded,  if  any 
were  awarded  in  favour  of  Davis,  and  that  this  was  not  known  to  the 
arbitrators,  or  the  defendants.  The  submission  gave  no  power  to  the 
arbitrators  to  examine  the  parties,  or  to  award  costs,  but  the  award 
against  the  defendant  contained  a direction  that  they  should  pay  the 
costs  of  the  reference. 

Boulton,  Q.  C.,  shewed  cause.— -The  defendants  became  responsible  in 
their  personal  capacity,  and  not  in  their  representative  character,  and  call- 
ing them  in  the  submission  the  executors  in  the  estate  of  Canby  cannot 
affect  the  execution  of  a sealed  instrument,  by  which  they  bound  them- 
selves to  abide  by  the  event  of  the  award.  It  is  sworn  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  that  the  arbitrators  were  aware  that  Humphrey  had  an  interest  in 
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the  matter  submitted,  and  when  they  chose  to  admit  his  evidence  with 
that  knowledge,  it  cannot  he  objected  to  now,  as  they  were  the  proper 
judges  of  its  admission  or  rejection.  As  to  that  part  of  the  award  which 
makes  the  defendants  pay  the  costs  of  the  reference,  it  cannot  he  sup- 
ported, but  it  may  be  set  aside  as  to  that  part,  without  affecting  the  rest 
of  the  award. 

Cameron,  in  support  of  the  rule. — -The  defendants  did  not  intend  to 
bind  themselves  personally  by  the  submission,  the  whole  recital  of  the 
matters  in  difference  shews  that,  and  therefore  the  award  should  have 
been  that  they  should  pay  out  of  the  assets  of  the  estate,  and  not  from 
their  own  funds.  Then  it  is  sworn,  that  Humphrey  had  an  interest  in 
the  event  of  the  award  to  half  the  sum  awarded,  whatever  that  sum  might 
be;  such  an  interest  ought  certainly  to  have  excluded  his  testimony,  and 
had  the  arbitrators  been  aware  of  it  to  its  full  extent,  no  doubt  it  would 
have  excluded  him.  The  submission  did  not  authorize  the  arbitrators  to 
examine  the  parties,  and  Humphrey  was  quite  as  much  a party  in  interest 
as  Davis  himself,  and  his  examination  gave  to  Davis  an  unfair  advantage 
over  the  defendants.  As  to  the  costs  of  the  reference,  it  must  be  admitted 
they  must  be  struck  out,  as  the  arbitrators  in  awarding  any  costs  have 
clearly  gone  beyond  the  submission. 

Kobin^on,  C.  J. — Upon  considering  the  statements  in  these  affidavits, 
and  reading  the  few  cases  to  be  found  in  the  books  upon  the  subject  of 
objections  to  an  award  on  the  ground  of  the  arbitrator  having  admitted 
the  evidence  of  a witness  incompetent  from  interest,  I am  of  opinion  that 
this  award  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  stand,  (a)  These  arbitrators  were 
not  barristers,  and  therefore  it  is  not  to  be  assumed  that  the  competency 
or  incompetency  of  witnesses  was  intended  to  be  submitted  to  their  judg- 
ment conclusively,  as  well  as  all  other  questions  of  law.  It  is  upon  this 
distinction  that  several  of  the  cases  have  been  determined.  Then  they 
had  not  authority  given  to  them  by  the  submission  to  examine  the  parties 
if  they  chose,  which  has  been  held  to  include  the  discretion  to  examine  any 
other  witness,  though  he  would  be  incompetent  in  general  from  interest. 
The  situation,  too,  in  which  the  witness,  Humphrey,  stood,  and  which  gave 
him  clearly  a direct  interest  in  the  event  of  the  award,  was  not  known  to 
some  of  the  arbitrators  at  all,  if  distinctly  understood  by  any  of  them,  of 
which  I am  not  satisfied  by  the  affidavits.  And  there  is  too  much  reason 
to  suspect  an  unfair  contrivance  between  Davis  and  Humphrey,  to  advance 
a claim  in  the  name,  and  as  if  for  the  benefit  of  Davis  alone;  and  to  be 
materially  supported,  as  it  was,  by  the  evidence  of  Humphrey,  when  the 
latter  was  by  a stipulation  to  receive  half  of  whatever  sum  should  be 
awarded.  All  may  have  been  honestly  intended,  but  it  does  not  look 
like  it.  It  should  at  least  appear  that  the  arbitrators  were  distinctly  and 
openly  informed  that  Humphrey  was  swearing  in  support  of  a claim  which 
was  to  put  money  into  his  own  pocket;  and  then  they  would  at  least  have 
known  better  with  what  allowance  it  might  be  proper  to  receive  his 
evidence.  And  still  the  objection  would  have  remained,  that  they  were 
examining  one  of  the  parties  in  the  submission  without  any  authority, 
expressed  or  implied,  for  doing  so.  There  is,  besides,  an  objection  to  the 
award,  which  it  seems  to  us  necessary  to  notice,  though  this  rule  was  not 
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I moved  on  any  such  grounds.  The  award  is  in  favour  of  Davis,  as  the 
[i  representative  of  Hiram  Humphrey,  who  is  living;  which  appears  to  he 
[j  in  fact  and  upon  the  face  of  it  an  award  in  favour  of  Humphrey,  and  not 
, of  Davis,though  1 have  litble  doubt  that  it  was  otherwise  meant.  Whether 
I an  award  in  such  terms  could  he  enforced  by  action  in  the  name  of  Davis 
I is  very  doubtful,  I think.  On  this  point  I refer  to  the  case  of  Downman 
i V.  Jones  (a)  and  without  expressly  deciding  that  the  award  and  submis- 
I sion  are  in  this  respect  so  repugnant  as  not  to  he  reconciled,  the  error  is 
an  additional  reason  for  not  allowing  an  award  of  such  doubtful  import  to 
stand  The  second  exception  taken  in  the  rule  we  do  not  think  is  sus- 
tainable. The  last,  which  is  that  the  award  gives  directions  respecting 
the  costs  of  the  reference,  which  are  not  submitted,  is  entitled  to  prevail. 
The  award  is  certainly  void  as  to  that  part.  For  the  reasons  given,  how- 
ever, we  are  of  opinion  that  the  award  should  be  wholly  set  aside,  but 
not  with  costs. 


In  ejectment  by  a sheriff’s  vendee,  of  lands  sold  for  arrears  of  taxes,  it  is  sufiS.- 
cient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  if  it  appears  from  the  defendant’s  evi- 
dence that  there  was  not  sufficient  distress  upon  the  land  ; and  proving  that 
there  were  some  few  pieces  of  wood  and  timber  that  had  been  cut  down  by 
trespassers,  and  left  by  them  to  be  prepared  for  the  market  on  the  lot,  is  not 
sufficient  evidence  of  distress  being  on  the  land  to  prevent  the  necessity  for  the 
sale. 

Ejectment  for  the  east  half  of  lot  Ho.  4,  in  the  6th  concession  of 
Eitzroy.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  to  establish  his  case,  put  in  letters 
patent,  dated  7th  October,  1831,  to  George  Purvis  for  the  south-east  part 
of  Lot  Ho.  4,  in  the  6th  concession  of  Eitzroy ; and  a clerk  of  the  peace's 
warrant,  dated  the  25th  of  February,  1840,  to  the  sheriff  to  sell  this  and 
other  lots  for  eight  years  taxes  then  in  arrear.  Sale,  15th  of  June,  1842. 
On  the  1st  of  July,  1843,  sheriff's  deed  to  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  as  the 
purchaser  at  the  sheriff’s  sale.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  gave  no  dis- 
tinct evidence  of  want  of  sufficient  distress,  to  satisfy  the  amount  of 
the  taxes,  being  found  upon  the  premises  ; and  on  the  part  of  the  defen- 
dant, it  was  proved  that  some  logs  and  timber  had  been  cut  upon  the 
lot,  by  some  persons  who  had  trespassed  upon  the  land,  and  had  left  the 
timber  that  they  had  cut  down,  to  complete  it  for  the  market  at  some 
future  period.  On  this  evidence  the  jury  found  for  the  defendant,  and 
R,  Hervey,  for  the  plaintiff,  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  law  and  evidence. 

A.  Wilson  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  there  ought  in  this  case 
to  be  a new  trial,  on  payment  of  costs.  It  is  no  argument  in  sup- 
port of  the  verdict,  that  the  plaintiff  gave  no  evidence  of  there  being 
no  distress  on  the  premises  ; because  though  we  have  held  it  necessary 
that  some  evidence  should  be  given  in  such  cases  of  the  sheriff  having 
examined  and  found  no  distress,  because  his  authority  to  sell  is  contin- 
gent on  the  fact  there  being  none,  yet  here  the  tehant  in  possession 
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gave  full  evidence  upon  that  point,  and  shewed  what  the  truth  of  the  case 
really  was.  And  the  question  is  whether,  upon  what  did  appear  in  the 
case  the  jury  were  warranted  in  finding  that  there  was  distress  on  the 
land,  while  the  writ  was  in  the  sheriff’s  hands,  from  which  the  arrears  of 
taxes  could  have  been  made.  We  think  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  fact 
was  made  out  by  any  reasonable  evidence ; the  proof  was  that  some  logs 
and  timber  had  been  cut  somewhere  upon  the  lot,  chiefly  if  not  altogether 
by  trespassers,  and  left  in  the  woods  to  perish,  where  they  might  perhaps 
have  been  found,  if  the  sheriff  had  traversed  the  whole  lot  with  that  view. 
The  possibility  of  a stick  of  timber  being  cut  here  and  there  by  tres- 
passers and  not  drawn  away,  is  not  what  the  sheriff  can  be  supposed  to 
look  to,  and  if  a sale  made  under  the  statute  could  be  held  void  upon 
evidence  of  this  description,the  sheriff  would  be  under  the  necessity  of  cross- 
ing and  re-crossing  every  lot  of  land,  and  searching  for  remnants  of  timber 
that  may  have  been  left  by  trespassers,  and  after  all  his  care,  perhaps, 
there  would  be  a few  lots  in  some  districts  in  which  a subsequent  search 
might  not  discover  some  ground  of  this  sort  for  impeaching  the  sale,  and 
no  one  could  purchase  with  safety.  It  may  indeed  appear  at  first  sight 
that  the  legislature  only  intended  that  the  sheriff  should  search  for  dis- 
tress where  there  is  some  one  occupying  the  lot ; but  we  could  not  hold 
that,  because  there  might  be  abundant  distress  upon  the  land,  such  as 
stock,  crops,  &c.  when  the  owner  might  be  living  on  another  lot  near ; and 
the  meaning  of  the  act  is,  that  the  land  shall  not  be  sold  unnecessarily. 
But  we  must  give  the  statute  a reasonable  construction,  and  we  ought  to 
discourage  the  kind  of  attempt  that  was  made  in  this  case  to  set  up  a dis- 
tress on  such  evidence ; becam^e  it  looks  too  much  like  a mere  pretence 
to  avoid  the  fair  operation  of  the  statute.  We  do  not  find  that  any  of 
the  legal  exceptions  taken  to  the  plaintiff’s  case  at  the  trial  were  entitled 
to  prevail,  and  we  think  it  more  proper  to  grant  a new  trial  upon  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case  because  it  is  not  the  former  owner  of  the  land  who 
might  be  considered  as  struggling  against  a forfeiture,  but  a mere  stranger 
to  the  title  as  it  appears,  who  has  endeavoured  to  defeat  the  sheriff’s 
sale  upon  this  very  unsatisfactory  evidence.  We  can  only  properly  grant 
a new  trial  however,  on  payment  of  costs.  Eule  absolute. 


Campbell  v.  Boulton. 

Where  in  assumpsit  by  the  plaintifi  for  the  immoderate  riding  of  a mare  loaned 
to  the  defendant,  and  not  returning  her,  with  a breach  that  she  was  not  restored 
to  the  plaintiff,  but  was  so  greatly  injured  that  she  died,  the  defendant  pleaded 
one  plea  as  to  returning  her  only,  to  which  the  plaintiff  demurred  : the 

plea  was  held  a^  good  answer  to  that  part  of  the  breach  which  it  professed  to 
cover. 

The  plaintiff  declares  in  assumpsit,  for  that  whereas  heretofore,  to  wit, 
on  the  27th  day  of  March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1841,  in  consideration 
that  the  said  plaintiff,  at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  the  said 
defendant  would  lend  and  deliver  to  him,  the  said  defendant,  a certain 
mare  of  the  said  plaintiff,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  £40  of 
lawful  money  of  the  province  of  Canada,  for  him  the  said  defendant  to 
go  and  perform  a certain  journey  therewith,  to  wit,  from  Colborne  in  the 
said  Newcastle  District,  to  Belleville,  in  the  Victoria  District,  and  from 
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thence  back  again  to  Colborne  aforesaid,  he  the  said  defendant  undertook, 
and  then  and  there  faithfully  promised  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  that  he  the 
said  defendant  would  ride  and  use  the  said  mare  under  such  loan  as 
aforesaid  in  a reasonable  and  moderate  manner,  and  would  take  due  and 
proper  care  of  the  said  mare  during  the  journey,  and  would  return  and 
re-deliver  the  said  mare  to  the  said  plaintiff  at  the  end  and  expiration  of 
the  said  journey.  And  the  plaintiff  in  tact  further  saith,  that  although 
he  the  said  plaintiff,  confiding  in  the  said  promise  and  undertaking  of  the 
said  defendant,  did,  after  the  making  thereof,  and  in  pursuance  of  the 
same  agreement,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  lend  and  deliver 
unto  the  said  defendant,  the  said  mare  of  him  the  said  plaintiff,  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid,  and  in  good  plight  and  condition;  and  although  the 
said  defendant  then  and  there  had  and  received  the  said  mare  of  him  the 
said  plaintiff  accordingly;  yet  the  said  defendant,  contriving  and  fraudu- 
lently intending  to  injure  the  said  plaintiff  in  this  behalf, did  not  whilst  he 
so  had  the  said  mare  of  him  the  said  plaintiff,  under  such  loan  thereof  as 
aforesaid,  ride  or  use  the  same  in  a reasonable  manner,  nor  take  due  and 
proper  care  of  said  mare,  nor  return*  or  restore  the  same  to  the  said 
plaintiff,  hut  on  the  contrary  thereof,  and  before  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  the  said  defendant  did  then  and  there,  in  going  and  making  such 
journey  aforesaid,  ride  and  use  the  said  mare  in  so  immoderate  and  un- 
reasonable a manner,  and  took  so  little  and  such  bad  care  of  the  said 
mare,  that  the  said  mare  was  thereby  and  in  consequence  thereof  greatly 
injured,  and  died,  contrary  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  promise  and 
undertaking  of  him  the  said  defendant  so  by  him  made  as  aforesaid.  And 
for  a further  plea  to  the  said  first  count,  so  far  as  the  same  charges  the 
defendant  with  not  returning  or  restoring  the  said  mare  to  the  said’ plain- 
tiff, the  defendant  says,  that  he  the  defendant,  after  the  loan  to  him  of  the 
said  mare,  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  journey,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1841,  was  ready  and  willing  and  offered  the  plaintiff  to  return  and  restore 
to  him  the  said  mare,  hut  that  the  plaintiff  then  refused,  and  from  thence 
hitherto  hath  refused  to  receive  the  same;  verification.  To  this  the 
plaintiff  demurred,  assigning  for  cause,  that  the  said  plea  does  not  deny, 
confess  or  avoid  the  substantial  matter  in  the  said  breach  of  the  contract 
above  alleged,  namely,  “the  immoderate  and  unreasonable  riding,  and  the 
taking  of  such  bad  care  of  the  said  mare,”  and  by  offering  to  put  in  issue 
that  the  defendant  offered  to  restore  and  return  the  said  mare,  the  said 
plea  tenders  an  immaterial  issue,  and  that  the  said  traverse  is  thereby  too 
narrow,  and  that  the  said  plea  is  no  answer  to  the  said  first  count,  and 
also  that  the  said  plea  traverses  matter  not  traversable,  and  not  intended 
to  be  traversed.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

A.  Bethune,  for  plaintiff. 

Ecdes,  for  defendant. 

Eobinson,  C.  J.—  I was  disposed  at  first  to  think  that  the  third  plea 
is  not  a good  answer  to  the  first  count,  because  it  does  not  deny  the  ill- 
usage,  nor  that  the  mare  died  in  consequence,  and  because  if  the  defen- 
dant had  offered  to  return  her  in  an  injured  state,  the  plaintiff  would  have 
been  bound  to  receive  her.  It  seemed  to  us  therefore,  at  first,  that  the 
plea  did  not  answer  the  breach  which  it  professed  to  answer  in  effect  and 
substance  ; but  on  a closer  examination  of  the  pleadings,  I am  of  opinion 
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that  we  cannot  hold  the  plea  to  be  insufficient.  The  plaintiff  in  the  first 
count  declares  that  the  defendant  promised  to  take  good  care  of  the  mare 
and  to  return  her  at  the  end  of  the  journey,  and  he  charges  that  he  did 
not  take  good  care  of  her  during  the  journey,  nor  return  her  after  it  was 
finished,  and  avers  that  he  used  her  so  badly  and  took  such  bad  care  of 
her,  that  she  was  greatly  injured,  and  died  in  consequence  of  such  injury. 
The  defendant  in  one  plea,  on  which  the  plaintiff  took  issue,  denies  the 
ill-usage ; then  in  this  plea,  he  answers  separately,  as  he  may,  the  alleged 
breach  that  he  never  returned  her.  We  cannot  say  that  that  is  not  a 
good  answer  to  the  mere  charge  of  not  returning  the  mare,  which  was 
a distinct  breach  of  his  contract.  However  much  he  may  have  hurt  the 
mare,  that  did  not  relieve  him  from  his  undertaking  to  deliver  her  back. 
The  plaintiff’  might  no  doubt  have  declined  receiving  her  in  an  injured 
state,  but  he  should  have  had  the  option  given  to  him  ; the  defendant  was 
not  at  liberty  to  keep  her  because  she  was  injured.  When  therefore  he 
pleads  that  he  tendered  her  back,  he  answers  the  breach  of  not  returning 
her,  which  the  plaintiff  had  a right  to  complain  of,  and  does  complain  of 
independently  of  all  question  about  the  ill-usage.  If  the  plaintiff  had 
charged  that  the  defendant  had  engaged  to  deliver  back  the  mare  in  sound 
and  good  condition,  and  that  he  had  not  done  so,  then  the  defendant 
must  have  answered  such  a breach  by  pleading  that  he  did  deliver  or 
tender  her  back  in  good  condition;  but  his  plea  cannot  be  an  insufficient 
defence  to  this  breach,  when  it  meets  the  charge  as  fully  as  it  is  made. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 


O’Neill  et  al.  v.  Height. 

Where  in  special  assumpsit  against  the  defendant  on  an  agreement  to  serve  the 
plaintiffs  faithfully,  etc.,  the  plaintiffs  assigned  as  a breach,  that  during  the 
term  of  service  the  defendant  wrongfully  behaved  himself  in  a careless  and 
negligent  manner  while  in  the  service  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  breach  was  held 
bad  on  special  demurrer, 

If  there  be  a demurrer  to  a declaration  in  assumpsit  in  which  there  are  several 
breaches  assigned,  and  some  of  the  breaches  are  well  assigned  and  the  others 
badly,  the  defendant  will  not  be  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  whole  declaration, 
but  each  party  will  obtain  judgment  on  the  breaches  which  are  decided  in  his 
favour. 

The  plaintiffs  declare  for  that  whereas  the  plaintiffs  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  making  the  agreement,  and  of  the  promise  of  the  defendant 
hereinafter  next  mentioned,  were  and  from  thence  hitherto  have  been  and 
still  are  carrying  on  among  other  trades  and  businesses,  the  trade  and 
business  of  piano-forte  making,  and  have  for  and  during  all  that  time  used 
and  exercised  and  carried  on,  and  still  do  use  and  carry  on  the  same.  And 
thereupon  heretofore,  to  wit,on  the  2nd  day  of  July,jin  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1844,  by  a certain  agreement  then  made  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the 
defendant,  he  the  defendant  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  31.  10s. 
of  lawful  money  of  Canada,  agreed  by  the  plaintiffs  to  be  paid  to  the 
defendant  weekly,  and  every  week  as  is  hereinafter  mentioned,  did  agree 
with  plaintiffs  in  the  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  during  the 
period  of  two  years  from  the  26th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1844,  he  the  defendant  would  work  for  the  plaintiffs  at  any  part  of  the 


o’nEILLETAL.  V.  LEIGHT. 


205 


manufacturing  of  piano-fortes  that  they  the  said  plaintiffs  might  wish  or 
require,  and  that  he  the  defendant  would  find  all  moulds,  scales  and  pat- 
terns necessary  in  the  making,  preparing  and  repairing  of  said  work,  and 
that  he  the  defendant  should  honestly  and  faithfully  and  to  the  best  of 
his  power  serve  the  said  plaintiffs,  and  that  he  the  defendant  should  not 
manufacture  or  make  any  work  at  the  piano-forte  business  for  himself  the 
said  defendant,  or  others,  save  and  except  the  said  plaintiffs,  during  the 
said  term  of  two  years,  and  in  consideration  of  the  performance  of  the 
said  agreement  by  the  defendant,  the  said  plaintiffs  then  promised  and 
agreed  to  pay  the  defendant  the  sum  of  Zl.  10s.  for  each  and  every  week 
during  the  said  term  of  two  years,  and  the  said  agreement  being  so  made 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid,  in  consideration 
thereof,  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  had  then 
promised  the  defendant  to  perform  and  fulfil  the  said  agreement  on  their 
the  plaintiff’s  part^o  be  performed  and  fulfilled,  he  the  said  defendant 
promised  the  plaintiffs  to  perform  and  fulfil  the  said  agreement  in  all 
things  on  his  the  defendant’s  part  to  be  performed  and  fulfilled,  and 
although  the  plaintiffs  have  always  from  the  time  of  the  making  the  said 
agreement  hitherto  performed  and  fulfilled  the  same  on  their  part  and 
behalf  to  be  performed,  yet  the  said  plaintiffs  in  fact  say,  that  the  defen- 
dant did  not  nor  would  faithfully  serve  the  said  plaintiffs  according  to 
the  said  agreement,  or  perform  the  said  agreement,  or  his  said  promises, 
but  thereby  deceived  the  said  plaintiffs  in  this,  that  during  the  said  term 
he  the  said  defendant  wrongfully  behaved  himself  in  a careless  and  negli- 
gent manner  while  in  the  service  ofthe  said  plaintiffs,  and  also  during  the 
term  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  27th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1844,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit  wrongfully  and  unjustly,  without  the  leave  or 
license  of  the  said  plaintiffs  or  either  of  them,  and  against  the  will  of  the 
said  plaintiffs,  did  depart  and  absent  himself  from  and  out  of  the  service 
of  the  said  plaintiffs.  And  the  defendant  also  thereby  deceived  and 
injured  the  said  plaintiffs  in  this,  that  the  said  defendant  did,  during  the 
term  aforesaid,  contrary  to  his  said  agreement,  wrongfully  manufacture  and 
do  work  at  the  said  piano-forte  business  other  than  for  the  said  plaintiffs, 
and  during  the  said  term,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and 
on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  did  wrongfully  and  unjustly  manufacture  and  make  divers,  to 
wit,  four  piano-fortes,  for  the  purpose  of  selling  and  disposing  of  the  same 
for  his  own  benefit,  and  did  during  the  term  aforesaid  sell  and  dispose  of 
the  same  for  his  own  benefit  and  advantage,  and  also  did  perform  and  do 
work  at  the  said  piano-forte  business  during  the  said  term,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between 
that  day  and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  for  himself  the  said  defen- 
dant, and  also  for  divers  other  persons  than  the  said  plaintiff’s  and  against 
the  will  of  the  said  plaintiff’s  contrary  to  his  said  promises  and  to  the 
tenor  and  effect,  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  agreement  of  the 
said  defendant, by  means  whereof  the  plaintiffs  have  lost  and  been  deprived 
of  divers  great  gains  and  profits  which  would  otherwise  have  arisen  and 
accrued  to  them  from  the  due  performance  and  fulfilment  by  the  defen- 
dant of  the  said  agreement  with  the  plaintiff  so  made  as,  aforesaid.  To 
this  the  defendant  demurs,  and  assigns  as  special  causes.  That  it  is  not 
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shewn  that  the  plaintiffs  required  the  defendant  to  work  at  the  piano-forte 
business,  or  that  he  absented  himself  when  so  required.  That  it  is  not 
stated  for  whom  the  defendant  did  work,  and  that  several  charges  are  con- 
tained in  the  same  breach,  and  that  it  is  not  shewn  to  whom  the  pianos 
were  sold.  General  demurrer:  because  it  is  not  averred  that  the  plaintiffs 
agreed  to  keep  the  defendant  for  the  two  years,  nor  that  the  defendant 
entered  into  the  service  of  the  plaintiffs. 

J.  Hilly ard  Qameron,  for  demurrer. — The  defendant  objects  to  the 
declaration  on  general  demurrer,  because  there  is  no  averment  that  the 
plaintiffs  agreed  to  retain  the  defendant  in  their  service,  or  that  the  defen- 
dant ever  entered  into  their  service.  An  agreement  of  the  nature  set 
out  must  be  shewn  to  be  binding  on  both  parties,  and  if  the  plaintiffs 
were  not  bound  to  employ,  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  bound  to  serve, 
because  there  is  no  mutuality  in  such  a contract.  Then  the  plaintiffs 
do  not  allege  that  the  defendant  ever  entered  into  tl^eir  service,  and  as 
the  service  was  to  commence  in  future,  that  was  a necessary  allegation. 
If  the  defendant  never  entered  into  the  service  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  action 
should  have  been  for  not  fulfilling  his  agreement  in  that  respect;  but  the 
charges  against  him  in  the  declaration  are  for  malfeasance  or  misfeasance 
of  the  work  that  he  would  have  had  to  do  in  their  service,  while  there  is  no 
averment  that  he  ever  entered  into  their  service  at  all.  The  declaration 
is  also  open  to  several  objections  on  special  demurrer.  The  plaintiffs 
probably  intended  to  have  assigned  several  breaches,  but  they  have  so 
mingled  them  together,  that  it  is  almost  impossible  to  distinguish  or 
separate  them,  and  they  are  certainly  informal  and  insensible.  But  even 
if  they  can  be  separated  and  distinguished,  each  of  them  is  bad,  except 
perhaps  the  third,  on  a distinct  ground.  The  first  charges  no  negligence  or 
misbehavior  that  the  defendant  could  be  called  upon  to  answer,  it  contains 
one  general  statement  of  misconduct;  but  the  defendant  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  answer  that.  The  second  does  not  shew  that  the  defendant 
ever  absented  himself  from  the  service  of  the  plaintiffs  when  required  to 
do  work  for  them,  and  it  was  only  when  so  required  that  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  declaration  aver  that  he  was  to  do  work.  The  last  breach  does 
not  state  the  names  of  the  parties  to  whom  the  pianos  were  soli,  and  the 
precedents  seem  to  require  that  it  should  be  so  stated. 

G.  Duggan,  for  plaintiffs. — The  declaration  is  sufficiently  certain.  The 
plaintiffs  set  out  the  contract,  and  they  shew  that  they  were  bound  to  pay 
the  defendant  so  much  per  week  for  the  whole  period  over  which  his  ser- 
vices were  to  extend.  That  answers  thn  objection  about  want  of  mutu- 
ality, and  it  sufficiently  appears  that  the  defendant  entered  into  the  ser- 
vice of  the  plaintiffs,  against  any  objection  on  general  demurrer.  The 
causes  of  special  demurrer  cannot  be  sufficient.  There  are  several 
breaches  assigned,  and  they  are  easily  distinguishable  from  each  other. 

Bobinson,  C.  J. — It  is  saidb}^  Mr.  Chitty,  inhis  work  upon  pleading^ 
that  in  assumpsit  on  a contract,  the  count  is  considered  entire,  and  if  bad 
in  part,  it  will  be  bad  on  demurrer  to  the  whole,  not  being  divisible  as 
a declaration  in  covenant  is, in  which  several  breaches  are  assigned,  [a)  If 
therefore,  any  of  these  breaches  is  badly  assigned,  the  count  on  that  au- 
thority should  be  held  bad.  But  that  doctrine  does  rot  seem  to  be  now 


{a)  1 Chit.  PI.  696,  note  d.  7 Ed. 
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maintained,  nor  is  it  longer  held  that  a demurrer  to  a count  of  this 
description,’ which  contains  some  one  or  more  good  breaches  with  others 
that  are  badly  assigned,  must  fail  on  the  ground  of  the  demurrer  being  too 
large  (a.)  The  law  seems  now  to  be  rested  on  this  reasonable  and  conve- 
nient footing,  that  either  in  actions  of  covenant  or  of  assumpsit  on  agree- 
ments, where  several  breaches  are  assigned  in  the  count,  the  court  may, 
on  a general  demurrer  to  the  count,  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  in 
regard  to  such  breaches  as  are  well  laid,  and  for  the  defendant  as  to  any 
that  are  insufficiently  assigned.,  Ifow  looking  at  the  declaration,  it  is  our 
opinion,  that  the  case  does  not  come,  as  was  contended  in  the  argument, 
within  the  principle  on  which  one  of  the  objections  in  Raines  v.  The  Cre- 
dit Harbour  Company,  was  rested,  and  that  it  is  not  analagous  to  the 
case  of  Aspden  v.  Austin  (&.)  Those  were  actions  brought  by  the  ser- 
vant against  the  master  for  not  retaining  the  former  in  employment,  and 
the  objection  in  such  a case,  that  the  master  did  not  appear  to  have 
bou'nd  himself  to  retain  the  servant,  of  course  applied  directly,  and  was 
insuperable.  Here  the  master  sues  the  servant  for  leaving  his  service,  and 
there  is  an  express  agreement  set  out  on  the  part  of  the  servant,  that  he 
will  serve  faithfully  for  two  years.  It  was  intended,  I think,  to  urge  the 
objection  rather  in  this  way,  that  when  the  master  sues  the  servant  for 
departing,  he  must  shew  that  he  was  under  obligation  to  retain  him,  for 
that  without  that,  the  relation  is  not  constituted  by  an  agreement  on  both 
sides,  but  it  does  appear  here  expressly,  that  the  master  had  bound  him- 
self to  pay  the  plaintiff  <£3  10s.  a week  for  the  term  of  two  years,  during 
which  the  plaintiff  engaged  to  work  for  him  in  the  business  of  a piano  forte 
maker ; and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  while  the  master  is  bound  to  pay 
for  the  whole  time,  the  servant  must  be  held  to  his  express  engagement 
to  serve  for  the  whole  time.  The  other  objection  urged  on  general 
demurrer  is,  that  it  is  not  averred  that  the  defendant  entered  into  the 
service  of  the  plaintiffs.  It  is  not  directly  averred  certainly,  but  we  think 
it  does  appear  sufficiently  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  to  meet  the 
objection  when  urged  upon  general  demurrer.  It  is  complained  that  he 
behaved  himself  negligently  during  the  term  while  in  the  service  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  that  he  absented  himself  from  their  service,  which  implies 
that  he  must  have  entered  their  service.  With  regard  to  the  breaches 
assigned,  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  first  breach  is  not  sufficiently  assigned, 
that  is,  that  defendant  wrongfully  behaved  himself  in  a careless  and  negli- 
gent manner.  There  is  nothing  specific  in  such  a charge.  It  is  not  shewn 
in  what  respect  he  was  careless  or  negligent,  nor  that  any  damage  was 
occasioned  by  his  negligence.  Ho  one  could  meet  such  a charge.  It  cannot 
be  known  whether  the  plaintiffs  mean  to  charge  him  with  doing  his  work 
ill,  or  with  not  doing  it  in  time,  or  with  using  bad  materials,  or  with 
being  generally  unpunctual  and  careless  in  his  behaviour.  The  second 
breach,  which  charges  defendant  with  absenting  himself  without  leave 
from  the  service  of  the  plaintiffs,  is,  in  my  opinion,  well  enough  assigned. 
The  reasonable  effect  of  the  agreement  set  out  is,  that  the  defendant  is 
to  keep  himself  throughout  the  time,  at  the  call  of  the  plaintiffs,  ready 

’ {a)  Hinde  v.  Gray,  i M.  & G.  201  ; Briscoe  v.  Hill,  10  M,  & W.  735  ; Jacque 
V.  Norton,  Q.  B.  Law  Times,  21st  June,  1845. 

(^)  8 Jurist  355. 
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to  do  any  work  in  the  trade  that  they  might  require  of  him.  If  he  went 
away  wholly  for  many  days  or  weeks,  he  put  it  out  of  their  power  to 
request  him  to  do  any  particular  work,  and  put  it  out  of  his  own  power 
to  fulfil  his  engagement.  The  third  breach,  charging  the  defendant 
with  making  piano  fortes  for  his  own  benefit,  is  certainly  well  assigned. 
The  fourth  breach,  that  he  made  piano  fortes  for  others,  I should  have 
thought  had  on  special  demurrer,  for  the  reason  assigned — that  it  does 
not  specify  any  person  for  whom  he  did  the  work;  but  the  cases  are  very 
contradictory,  and  the  weight  of  the  authority  seems  to  he  in  favour  of 
supporting  the  breach  stated  in  this  general  manner.  In  reason,  one 
would  think  that  when  an  exception  is  allowed,  and  the  party  is  per- 
mitted to  plead  thus  generally,  on  the  ground  that  to  require  a statement 
of  names  and  particulars  would  lead  to  an  inconvenient  prolixity  in 
pleading,  we  ought  to  have  some  good  ground  for  concluding  that  it 
would  in  the  particular  case  lead  to  inconvenient  prolixity ; and  I cannot 
say  that  I see  anything  in  this  case  that  should  obviously  exempt  the 
plaintiffs  from  naming  the  persons  ; of  course  they  must  know  the  persons, 
or  they  are  complaining  of  a breach  without  sufficient  reason.  I should 
have  thought  this  case  distinguishable  from  those  cited  in  the  note  to 
2 Saunders,  411,  note  4,  and  in  1 Chit.  PI.  345-6  in  notes  (7th  edition), 
where  it  is  obvious  that  an  inconvenient  prolixity  of  pleadig  must  follow. 
But  Furrow  v.  Chevalier  {a)  is  a case  precisely  in  point,  where  the  court 
upheld  the  pleading.  That,  to  be  sure,  was  after  judgment,  but  the  court 
ruled  the  mode  of  declaring  to  be  sufficiently  certain,  and  did  not  rest  it 
upon  the  objection  coming  after  verdict.  There  are  many  cases  on  this 
point  which  cannot  be  reconciled  ; but  the  tendency  is  to  greater  latitude 
in  modern  times,  where  the  facts  must  be  supposed  to  be  within  the 
defendant’s  knowledge. 

Judgment  for  plaintiffs  on  demurrer, 

as  to  the  2nd,  3rd,  and  4th  breaches ; 

And  for  defendant,  as  to  1st. 


Doe  DEM.  Powell  v.  Craig. 

"Where  in  ejectment  by  a sheriff’s  vendee  of  lands  sold  for  taxes,  the  jury  find 
for  the  defendant,  on  the^’ground  that  there  was  sufficient  distress  on  the  pre- 
mises to  satisfy  the  taxes,  the  court  will  not  set  aside  the  verdict  and  grant  a 
new  trial,  although  it  may  be  doubtful  whethei  much  too  high  a value  has 
not  been  put  upon  the  distress. 

Ejectment  by  the  vendee  of  the  sheriff,  for  lands  in  Fitzroy,  sold  for 
arrears  of  taxes.  The  plaintiff  having  given  general  evidence  of  a want  of 
sufficient  distress  on  the  premises,  the  defendant  proves  that  there  was  a 
stack  of  wild  hay  upon  the  land,  which  was  sworn  to  be  worth  about  £4, 
which  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  arrears ; and  the  jury,  upon  that  evi. 
dence,  found  for  the  defendant. 

R.  Hervey^  for  the  plaintiff,  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial. 

A.  Wilson  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.J. — If  the  jury  in  this  case  had  found  for  the  plaintiff,  not 
being  satisfied  with  the  evidence  that  was  given  of  a distress  being  upon  the 
premises  sufficient  to  cover  the  amount  of  taxes  in  arrear,  we  should  most 
probably  have  allowed  the  verdict  to  stand  ; but  the  jury  have  found  for  the 
I Ld  Raym.  478 ; i Salk.  139. 
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defendant  thereby  affirming  that  it  was  proved  on  the  trial,  to  their  satis- 
faction, that  there  was  sufficient  distress  ’ and,  on  considering  all  the 
evidence, we  cannot  say  that  there  was  not  enough  to  sustain  their  verdict. 
It  was  sworn  that,  during  the  period  while  the  warrant  was  lying  in  the 
sheriff’s  hands,  there  was  a stack  of  hay  on  the  premises,  standing  in  an 
enclosed  field,  openly  visible  to  all  persons,  and  that  a larger  sum  than 
would  have  covered  the  amount  to  be  levied,  had  been  offered  for  it  and 
refused.  Under  these  circumstances,  we  ought  not  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict ; for  we  cannot  say  that  that  evidence  was  false,  or  that  the  hay, 
which  was  so  cut  and  stacked,  and  sworn  to  be  worth  ^4,  should  not  be 
regarded  as  distress,^within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  because  it  was  wholly 
or  in  fact  wild  hay.  If  the  plaintiff  is  not  satisfied  with  the  decision  of 
the  jury  upon  the  evidence,  he  can  bring  a new  action. 

Kule  discharged. 


X - Johnston  v.  McDonald. 

In  a declaration  in  case  for  defamation,  the  plaintiff  set  out  as  inducement  that 
he  was  treasurer  of  the  Ottawa  District,  and  stated  the  words  spoken  to  be 
“ that  he  was  guilty  of  the  crime  of  perjury  in  a certain  return  which  he  made 
' to  the  Inspector-General,  of  monies  collected  in  1839,  1840  and  1841,  for  the 
erection  of  a lunatic  asylum,”  and  the  innuendo  was,  “that  the  plaintiff  in  per- 
forming the  duties  of  his  office  as  treasurer,  had  made  a false  return  under 
oath  to  government  of  the  amount  of  the  assessments  received  by  him.”  At 
the  trial  the  witnesses  stated  that  they  understood  the  words  to  mean  that  the 
plaintiff  had  sworn  that  he  had  paid  over  monies  that  he  had  not  paid  over  ; 
and  after  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  a new  trial  was  granted  without  costs,  as 
the  meaning  laid  in  the  declaration  was  negatived  by  the  evidence. 

Case  for  slander.  In  the  first  count  the  words  charged  are,  “ Thomas 
Johnston  is  a perjured  man,  and  I can  prove  it.”  -In  the  second  count  it 
is  averred,  that  the  plaintiff  was  and  is  the  Treasurer  of  the  district  of 
Ottawa,  and  has  always  conducted  himself  faithfully  and  honestly  as  such ; 
that  it  was  part  of  his  duty  to  receive  from  the  collectors  the  money 
raised  by  assessment  for  the  lunatic  asylum,  and  to  return  to  government 
a correct  statement  on  oath  of  the  sums  received,  and  of  the  payments 
and  deductions  thereout  once  in  every  year ; that  he  had  always  faithfully 
and  honestly  received  and  paid  over  to  government  these  assessments, 
and  made  a correct  return  under  oath  of  such  receipts  and  payments  once 
in  every  year;  then  it  charges  that  the  defendant  spoke  these  words:  “ he 
was  guilty  of  the  crime  of  perjury  in  a certain  return  which  he  made  to 
the  Inspector-General,  of  monies  collected  in  1839,  1840,  and  1841,  for 
the  erection  of  a lunatic  asylum  meaning  that  the  plaintiff,  inperfoim- 
ing  the  duties  of  his  office  as  tre  asurer,  had  made  a false  return  under 
oath  to  government,  of  the  amoun  t of  assessments  received  by  him.  In 
a third  count  the  plaintiff  charges  the  speaking  of  these  words  : “ he  has 
perjured  himself  concerning  some  money  that  was  collected  for  the  lunatic 
asylum,”  meaning  that  the  plaintiff  had  made  a false  return  to  government 
under  oath  of  the  amount  of  asses  sments  received  by  him  as  treasurer. 
The  defendant  pleads  first  the  gen  eral  issue;  secondly,  to  that  part  of  the 
second  count  which  states  that  it  w as  the  business  of  the  plaintiff  to  return 
to  government  a statement  under  oath  of  the  sums  received,  and  of  the 
payments  and  deductions  once  in  every  year,  pleads  that  it  was  not  the 
14  u.  c.  Q.  B.  2. 
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business  of  the  plaintiff  to  make  such  return  ; and  thirdly,  to  that  part  of 
the  second  count  which  states  that  the  plaintiff  had  always  faithfully  and 
honestly  paid  over  the  said  assessments  once  in  every  year  to  government, 
the  defendant  pleads  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  faithfully,  honestly  and 
righteously  pay  over  the  same  assessments  to  government  once  in  every 
year.  The  plaintiff  demurs  to  the  second  plea,  and  joins  issue  on  the 
others.  At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  was  obliged  to  abandon  the  first  count, 
because  the  words  were  spoken  as  of  a particular  trausaction,  and  the 
oath  taken,. though  it  might  have  been  false,  did  not  amount  to  legal  per- 
jury. The  words  contained  in  the  other  counts  however,  were  proved, 
but  the.  witnesses  vi^ho  were  examined  said,  that  they  understood  that  the 
defendant’s  charge  against  the  plaintiff  was,  that  he  had  not  paid  over 
monies  which  be  swore  he  had  paid  over,  and  not  that  he  he  had  made  a 
false  return  of  monies  received  by  him.  Upon  this  evidence  the  plaintiff 
obtained  a verdict  for  £25,  under  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge. 

A.  Wilson,  last  term,  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  this  verdict  aside,  for 
misdirection,  and  contended  that  the  innuendos  laid  conveyed  so  different 
a meaning  from  that  which  the  witnesses  v/ho  were  examined  understood 
that  they  were  intended  to  Cvonvey,  that  the  verdict  could  not  be  sup- 
ported. If  it  was  necessary  to  set  out  the  innuendos  at  all,  it  was  neces- 
sary to  support  them  by  proof ; but  tire  proof  that  was  given  was  of  an 
entirely  different  matter,  and  one  which  the  defendant  might  have  been 
able  to  justify,  if  the  plaintiff  had  given  the  same  meaning  to  the  words  in 
the  declaration  that  was  given  to  them  in  evidence. 

R.  Uervey  shewed  cause,  and  urged  that  the  evidence  supported  the 
several  counts  of  the  declaration. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  verdict,  it  is  admitted,  could  not  be  sustained 
on  the  first  count,  and  that  was  conceded  at  the  trial ; because  that  count 
lays  the  words  as  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  without  any  reference  to  his 
office,  and  as  in  any  ordinary  case ; and  though  the  word  “perjury”  was 
used,  yet  it  is  plain  on  the  evidence  that  the  words  as  spoken  did  not 
import  a charge  of  perjury  in  the  legal  acceptance  of  the  term,  because 
the  conversation  was  respecting  an  oath  taken  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
verifying  an.  account.  It  is  only  under  the  second  count  that  the  plaintiff’ 
claims  to  have  made  out  his  case ; but  there  seems  an  insuperable 
objection  to  the  verdict,  either  upon  the  second  or  third  count,  upon  the 
evidence  given  at  the  trial,  for  in  both  it  is  averred  that  the  defendant 
meant  by  the  slander  to  charge  the  plaintiff  with  having  made  a false 
return  under  oath  to  government  of  the  amount  of  assessments  received 
by  him  ; but  the  witnesses  gave  a different  account  of  the  meaning  of  the 
words,  and  on  their  statements,  what  the  defendant  gave  them  to  under- 
stand was,  not  that  the  plaintiff  had  acted  fraudulently  in  concealing  the 
sums  received,  but  that  he  falsely  stated  in  his  accounts  that  he  had  paid 
over  monies  which  he  had  in  truth  not  paid.  There  is  a substantial  dif- 
ference in  these  imputations,  and  though  either  would  be  equally  a slan- 
der of  a public  officer,  yet  they  are  essentially  different  imputations,  and 
it  is  important  that  the  right  meaning  should  be  ascribed  to  the  slander, 
for  everything  may  depend  upon  that  as  regards  the  defence.  If  taken 
in  the  one  sense,  the  defendant  might  for  all  we  know  be  prepared  to 
justify  himself  by  pleading  the  truth  of  the  words,  while  if  a different 
meaning  were  imputed  to  them,  he  might  be  disabled  from  doing  so, 
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though  the  justification  existed  in  fact.  Where  an  innuendo  is  used 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  what  can  only  have  one  meaning 
obvious  in  itself  without  such  explanation,  there  the  innuendo  is  unne- 
cessary and  immaterial,  and  no  proof  need  be  given  in  support  of  it.  So, 
also,  if  it  tends  merely  to  introduce  new  matter,  not  necessary  to  sus- 
tain the  action,  it  need  not  be  proved,  but  may  be  rejected  as  sur- 
plusage. Eoberts  v.  Camden,  (a)  is  a case  of  this  latter  kind.  But 
when-.the  innuendo  gives  a specific  character  to  the  slander,  it  becomes 
part  of  the  issue. — Williams  v.  Scott  {b)  Smith  v.  Carey,  (c).  The  defen- 
dant here  when  he  denies  that  he  is  guilty  of  the  slander  charged  in 
these  counts,  denies  that  he  spoke  words  imputing  to  the  plaintiff  the 
giving  false  accounts  under  oath  of  the  money  he  had  received ; and  it 
was  not  proved  on  the  trial  that  he  did  impute  that  to  the  plaintiff;  but 
that  while  he  did  not  question  the  correctness  of  his  accounts  so  far  as 
they  stated  the  monies  received  by  him,  he  did  charge  the  plaintiff,  with 
stating  in  his  account  that  he  had  made  a payment  or  payments  which  in 
fact  he  had  not  made.  The  variance  of  the  evidence  in  this  respect  from 
the  cause  of  action  as  laid,  was  fatal,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  there 
must  be  a new  trial,  without  costs. 

Eule  absolute. 


Shea  v.  Choat. 

Semble. — The  statute  5 Eliz,  ch  4,  is  not  in  force  in  Upper  Canada,  but  the 
statute  20  Geo.  ii  ch.  19,  is  in  force  : but  under  the  third  and  fourth  clauses 
of  the  latter  statute,  jurisdiction  is  given  to  two  or  more  justices,  and  cannot 
be  exercised  by  ones  and  the  party  cannot  be  arrested  on  the  complaint,  he 
must  be  summoned. 

Trespass  for  false  imprisonment.  The  defendant  pleads,  first,  that 
before  and  until  and  at  and  after  the  trespass  alleged,  he  was  and  hath 
been  a mechanic  and  tradesman,  following  the  trade,  calling,  craft  and 
mystery  of  a tinsmith,  in  this  province,  to  wit,  at  Port  Hope,  in  the  said 
Newcastle  District,  and  the  defendant  being  and  following  such  trade  or 
calling,  craft  and  mystery  as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  afterwards  and  long 
before  the  committing  of  the  alleged  trespass  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned  and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  day 
of  November,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  Port  Hope  in  the 
said  district,  by  a certain  agreement  or  memorandum  in  writing  made  by 
the  plaintiff,  on,  to  wit,  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  while  the 
defendant  was  following  such  his  trade,  calling,craft  and  mystery  as  afore- 
said, to  wit,  at  Port  Hope,  in  the  district  aforesaid,  agreed  with  the  defen- 
dant, that  he  the  defendant  should  allow  him,  the  plaintiff,  the  sum  of 
£50  of  lawful  money,  of  Canada,  and  should  instruct  the  plaintiff  in  the 
different  branches  of  the  tinsmith  business,  and  give  the  plaintiff  every 
opportunity  of  becoming  a first-rate  mechanic,  and  allow  him  the  plaintiff 
journeyman’s  board  wages  for  all  extra  work  done  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 
defendant,  and  should  find  the  plaintiff  as  a member  of  his  the  defendant’s 
own  family,in  board,  washing,lodging  and  mending;  and  that  he  the  plaintiff 
would  and  should  bind  himself  to  the  defendant  in  such  his  the  defendant’s 

(5)  1 C.  & Meeson,  687.  (c)  3 Camp  461. 
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trade,  calling,  craft  and  mystery  as  aforesaid,  as  an  apprentice  to  the 
defendant  to  such  trade,  calling,  craft  and  mystery,  for  the  space  ol  three 
years  from  thence  next  ensuing  ; and  the  defendant  then  and  thereupon, 
and  before  the  committing  of  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  said  declara- 
tion mentioned  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid, 
and  then  and  thereupon,  and  before  the  committing  of  the  alleged  tres- 
passes in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  entered  into  the 
service  and  employment  of  the  defendant  as  the  defendant’s  apprentice, 
for  the  time  and  term  aforesaid,  in  the  defendant’s  trade,  calling, craft,  and 
mystery  aforesaid;  and  the  defendant  then  and  there  received  the  plaintiff 
into  his  the  defendant’s  service  and  employment,  in  his  trade,  craft,  calling 
and  mystery  as  aforesaid,  as  his  apprentice  for  the  time  and  term  aforesaid, 
and  under  the  same  agreement  or  memorandum  in  writing  and  the 
plaintiff  thereupon  became  the  apprentice  of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  from  the  said  25th  day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1841, 
and  long  before  the  committing  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  said  decla- 
ration menti(med,  and  from  thence  until  the  period  of  three  years  from 
thence  next  ensuing.  And  the  defendant  saith  that  whilst  the  plaintiff 
was  his  apprentice  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  expiration  of  three  years 
from  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  and  just  before  the  committing  of 
the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  21st  day  of  April,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord,  1843,  he  the  plaintiff  absented  himself  from  the  service  of 
the  defendant  in  his  trade,  calling,  craft  and  mystery,  as  aforesaid,  against 
the  will  and  without  the  leave  or  license  of  the  defendant  as  his  master 
in  that  behalf,  for  a long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  nine  days 
thence  next  thereafter  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years, 
and  before  the  committing  of  the  said  alleged  trespasses,  and  without 
having  any  lawful  or  rightful  cause  or  excuse  so  to  do  ; and  had  also,  after 
the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  while  the  plaintiff  was  the  defendant’s 
apprentice  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years, 
before  the  committing  of  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  said  21st  day  of  April,  in  the  year  last  afore- 
said, improperly  demeaned,  carried  and  behaved  himself  in  such  his  the 
defendant’s  service  and  employment  as  aforesaid,  and  against  his  the 
defendant’s  will,  leave  or  license,  in  aiding  and  assisting  one  Peter  McPhee 
who  was  then  indebted  unto  the  defendant  and  one  Edward  Jackson, 
James  Porter  Dickennan,  and  Dennis  Mdore  (the  partners  in  trade  of  the 
defendant  trading  at  Port  Hope  aforesaid,  under  the  names,  style  and  firm 
of  “ A.  Choat  & Co.”),  in  a large  sum  of  money,  above  the  sum  of  ten 
pounds,  of  lawful  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £125,  of  lawful  money  afore- 
said, to  abscond  from  this  province  beyond  the  limits  of  the  same  ; that 
he,  the  said  Peter  McPhee,  might  avoid  being  arrested  or  served  with 
process  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant  and  the  said  Edward  Jackson,  James 
Porter  Dickennan  and  Dennis  Moore,  his  said  partners  in  trade  as  afore- 
said, for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  sum  of  money  last  aforesaid,  he  the 
said  plaintiff  then  and  there  well  knowing  the  object  and  purpose  for 
which  the  said  Peter  McPhee  was  desirous  to  abscond  from  the  province 
as  aforesaid.  And  the  defendant  saith  that  for  such  misdemeanors,  mis- 
carriages and  ill  behaviour  of  the  plaintiff,  in  his  the  plaintiff’s  absenting 
himself  from  the  defendant’s  service  as  aforesaid,  and  his  aiding  and 


SHEA  V.  CHOAT. 


213 


assisting  the  said  Peter  McPliee  to  abscond  from  the  province  as  afore- 
said, while  he  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  defendant’s  service,  and  employ- 
ment as  aforesaid,  he  the  defendant,  after  the  making  of  the  said  agree- 
jiient,  and  while  the  plaintiff  was  the  defendant’s  apprentice  as  aforesaid, 
and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years,  and  before  the  commit- 
ting of  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit, 
■on  the  1st  day  of  May,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid  went  and  appeared, 
as  the  master  of  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  before  one  Asa  A.  Burnham, 
within  the  said  district,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  him  the  said  Asa  A. 
Burnham,  in  that  behalf,  then  and  still  being  one  of  her  Majesty’s  Justices 
for  the  Peace  in  and  for  the  said  district,  then  and  there  made  complaint 
in  writing  upon  the  oath  of  the  defendant,  before  the  said  Asa  A.  Burn- 
ham as  such  justice  as  aforesaid,  against  the  plaintiff  as  the  apprentice  of 
the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  touching  and  concerning  the  plaintiff’s  mis- 
demeanors, miscarriages  and  ill  behaviour,  in  his  the  defendant’s  service 
and  apprenticeship,  as  aforesaid,  and  which  oath  the  said  Asa  A.  Burn- 
ham, as  such  justice  of  the  peace  as  aforesaid  within  the  said  district, 
and  the  jurisdiction  of  him  the  said  Asa  A.  Burnham,  in  that  behalf  duly 
administered,  and  had  power  to  administer  to  the  defendant,  and  there- 
upon the  said  Asa  A.  Burnham,  as  such  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  said 
district,  on  the  application  of  the  defendant,  as  the  master  of  the  plaintiff 
as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  plaintiff  was  the  apprentice  of  the  defendant 
as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years,  and  before 
the  committing  of  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  said  first  day  of  May, 
in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  and  within  the  said  district,  and  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  said  Asa  A.  Burnham  as  such  justice,  in  that  behalf  duly  made, 
and  issued  his  certain  warrant  in  writing,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  bearing 
date  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  directed  to  any  constable  in  the 
Newcastle  District,  and  thereby  commanded  any  of  the  said  constables 
forthwith  to  bring  him  the  said  plaintiff  before  him,  the  said  Asa  A. 
Burnham,  to  answer  unto  the  said  complaint  of  the  defendant  as  afore- 
said, and  to  be  further  dealt  with  according  to  law,  which  said  warrant, 
afterwards,  and  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years,  and  while 
the  plaintiff  was  the  apprentice  of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on 
the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  within  the  said  district,  the  defendant 
duly  caused  to  be  delivered  to  one  John  Garbutt,  who  then  and  from 
thence,  and  until,  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c.  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  was  a constable  in  and  for  the  said  district  in  due  form  of  law 
to  be  executed ; by  virtue  of  which  said  warrant,  the  said  John  Garbutt 
so  being  such  constable  aforesaid,  afterwards,  and  before  the  expiration 
of  the  said  three  years,  and  within  the  said  district,  and  whilst  the  plaintiff 
was  the  apprentice  of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  at  the  same  time 
when,  &c.,  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  2nd  day  of 
May,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  gently  laid  his  hands  on  the  plaintiff,  in 
order  to  take,  and  did  then  and  there  take  the  plaintiff  into  the  custody 
of  him  the  said  John  Garbutt,  until  the  plaintiff,  afterwards,  and  before 
the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years,  and  while  he  was  the  apprentice  of 
the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  as  soon  as  conveniently  could  be,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  was  carried  in  the  said  district  to  and 
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before  the  said  Asa  A.  Burnham,  then  being  oneof  her  Majesty’s  justices 
as  aforesaid  to  keep  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  district,  for  examination 
concerning  the  premises ; and  the  said  Asa  A.  Burnham,  as  such  justice  as 
aforesaid,  then  and  there,  in  the  said  district,  duly  in  the  presence  of  the 
plaintiff,  heard  and  examined  the  same  premises,  and  determined  that  the 
said  plaintiff,  as  the  apprentice  aforesaid  of  the  defendant,  was  guilty  of 
the  said  misdemeanors,  miscarriages  and  ill  behaviour  above  in  this  plea 
alleged,  in  such  the  defendant’s  service  as  aforesaid,  and  thereupon  the 
said  justice,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  and  within  the  said  district,  and  at  the  time  when,  &c.  in  the 
said  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  said  2nd  day  of  May,  in  the 
year  last  aforesaid,  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years,  and 
whilst  the  plaintiff  was  the  apprentice  of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  duly 
ordered  and  directed  that  the  plaintiff,  for  such  his  misdemeanors,  mis- 
caTriages,  and  ill  behaviour  as  aforesaid,  should  be  committed  to  the 
common  g^ol  of  the  said  district,  being  the  house  of  correction  in  and  for 
the  said  district,  there  to  remain  for  the  space  of  one  calendar  month 
from  the  date  thereof,  to  wit,  from  the  said  2nd  day  of  May  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  the  time  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned ; and  then  and  there 
in  pursuance  of  such  his  order  and  direction,  Ahe  said  justice,  within  the 
said  district,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years,  and  while 
the  plaintiff  was  the  apprentice  of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  duly  made 
and  issued  his  certain  other  warrant  of  commitment,  under  his  hand  and 
seal  bearing  date  the  day  and  year  las^  aforesaid,  as  such  justice,  directed 
to  any  constable  in  the  IsTewcastle  District,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  com’ 
mon  gaol  in  the  said  district,  by  which  said  warrant  the  said  justice  com- 
manded any  constable  in  the  said  district  forthwith  to  convey  the  said 
plaintiff  to  the  said  gaol  aforesaid,  and  to  deliver  him  the  plaintiff' to  the 
keeper  thereof,  together  with  the  said  warrant  last  aforesaid,  and  like- 
wise thereby  commanded  that  the  said  keeper  of  such  gaol  should  receive 
the  plaintiff  into  his  custody  in  the  said  gaol,  there  to  remain  for  the 
space  of  one  calendar  month  from  the  date  thereof;  and  which  said 
warrant  last  mentioned,  afterwards,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said 
calendar  month,  and  while  the  same  warrant  was  in  full  force,  and  before 
the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years,  and  while  the  plaintiff  was  the 
apprentice  of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  said  2nd  day  of 
May,  in  tjie  year  last  aforesaid,  and  within  the  said  district,  the  defendant 
duly  caused  to  be  delivered,  to  the  said  John  Garbutt,  who  then  and  from 
thence,  until  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned, 
was  a constable  in  and  for  the  said  district  of  Newcastle,  in  due  form  of 
law  to  be  executed ; by  virtue  of  which  said  last  mentioned  warrant,  the 
said  John  Garbutt,  so  being  such  constable  as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  and 
before  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years,  and  within  the  said  district, 
and  while  the  plaintiff  was  the  apprentice  of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid, 
and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit, 
on  the  said  2nd  day  of  May,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  and  before  the 
expiration  of  the  said  calendar  month,  and  while  the  said  warrant  was  in 
full  force,  gently  laid  his  hands  on  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  take,  and  did 
then  take  the  plaintiff  into  the  custody  of  him  the  said  John  Garbutt,  so 
being  such  constable  as  aforesaid,  and  did  then  and  within  the  said  district 
carry  and  convey  the  said  plaintiff  to  the  said  gaol  within  the  said  district. 
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and  then  and  there  deliver  the  plaintiff  to  one  George  Birney,  being  the 
Iveeper  of  the  same  gaol,  together  with  the  same  warrant,  as  he  the  said 
John  Garbutt,  so  being  a constable  in  and  for  the  said  district  as  afore- 
said, was  by  the  same  last  mentioned  warrant  commanded  ; and  the  said 
George  Birney,  so  being  then  the  keeper  of  the  said  gaol,  and  as  the 
keeper  thereof,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  same  warrant,  did  on,  to  wit, 
the  day  and  year  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  said  calendar  month,  and  while  the  same  warrant  was  in  full 
force,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years,  and  while  the 
plaintiff  was  the  apprentice  of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  within  the 
said  district,  receive  the  plaintiff  into  his  custody  in  the  said  gaol,  and 
kept  and  detained  the  plaintiff  in  such  his  custody,  under  the  warrant 
aforesaid,  for  the  time  in  the  same  warrant  contained,  to  wit,  the  timein  the 
said  declaration  mentioned ; and  all  of  which  said  premises  the  defendant 
lawfully  could  and  might  do,  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  and  which  said  sup- 
posed trespasses  above  in  this  plea  mentioned,  are  the  same  supposed  tres- 
passes above  in  the  declaration  alleged  ; and  this  the  defendant  is  ready 
to  verify,  &c.  And  for  a further  plea  on  this  behalf  the  defendant  says 
that  he  the  defendant,  for  a long  time  Before  the  committing  by  him 
of  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned;  to  wit,  from 
the  1st  day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1841,  to  and  until  and 
at  and  after  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  said  alleged  trespasses, 
was  and  hath  been  a mechanic  and  tradesman,  following  the  trade,  craft ^ 
calling  and  m_ystery  of  a tinsmith,  in  this  province,  to  wit,  at  Port  Hope,^ 
in  the  said  Newcastle  District ; and  the  defendant,  being  and  folio  win 
such  trade,  calling,  craft  and  mystery,  as  last  aforesaid,  thq  plaintilf  after^ 
wards,  and  long  before  the  committing  of  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned  and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the 
25th  day  of  November,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  Port  Hope, 
in  the  said  district,  by  a certain  other  agreement  or  memorandum  in 
writing,  made  by  the  plaintiff,  on,  to  wit,  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid 
and  while  the  defendant  was  following  such  his  trade,  calling,  craft  and 
mystery,  as  last  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  Port  Hope,  in  the  district  aforesaid 
agreed  with  the  defendant,  that  the  defendant  should  allow  him  the  plain- 
tiff the  sum  of  i£50  of  lawful  money  of  Canada,  and  should  instruct  the 
plaintiff  in  the  different  branches  of  the  tinsmith  business,  and  give  the 
plaintiff  every  opportunity  of  becoming  a first-rate  mechanic,  and  allow 
him  the  plaintiff  journeyman’s  board  wages  for  all  extra  work  done 
by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  and  should  find  the  plaintiff  as 
a member  of  his  the  defendant’s  own  family,  in  board,  washing 
lodging  and  mending ; and  that  he  the  plaintiff  would  and  should  serve 
the  defendant  in  such  his  the  defendant’s  trade,  calling,  craft  and  mystery 
as  aforesaid,  as  a servant,  labourer  or  handicraftsman  to  the  defendant 
in  such  trade,  calling,  craft  and  mystery,  for  the  space  of  three  years  from 
thence  next  ensuing  ; and  the  defendant  then  and  thereupon,  and  before 
the  committing  of  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned 
agreed  with  the  plaintiff  in  manner  and  form  last  aforesaid,  and  then  and 
thereupon,  and  before  the  committing  of  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  sai'd 
declaration  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  entered  into  the  service  and  employ- 
ment of  the  defendant,  as  the  defendant’s  servant,  labourer  or  handi- 
craftsman, for  the  time  and  term  last  aforesaid,  in  the  defendant’s  trade 
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calling,  craft  and  mystery,  as  last  aforesaid  ; and  he  the  defendant  then™ 
and  there  received  the  plaintiff  into  his  the  defendant’s  service  and™ 
employment,  iu  his  trade,  calling,  craft  and  mystery,  as  last  aforesaid,  as  9 
his  servant,  labourer  or  handicraftsman,  for  the  time  and  term  last  afore- * 
said,  and  under  the  same  agreement  or  memorandum,  in  writing,  as  last  ]■ 
aforesaid  ; and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  became  the  servant,  labourer  or  fl 
handicraftsman  of  the  defendant,  as  last  aforesaid,  to  wit,  from  the  said  3 
25th  day  of  hTovember,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1841,  and  long  before  3 
the  committing  of  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  said  declaration  men-  |j 
tioned,  and  from  thence  until  the  period  of  three  years  from  thence  next  fl 
ensuing.  And  the  defendant  saith,  that  whilst  the  plaintiff  was  his  9 
servant,  labourer  or  handicraftsman,  as  last  aforesaid,  and  before  the  9 
expiration  of  three  years,  from  the  making  of  the  said  last  mentioned  -1 
agreement ; and  just  before  the  committing  of  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  j 
■said  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  | 
to  wit,  on  the  21st  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1843,  he  the  I 
plaintiff  absented  himself  from  the  service  and  employment  of  the  defen-  1 
dant,  in  his  trade,  calling,  craft  and  mystery,  as  last  aforesaid,  against  the  4 
will,  and  without  the  leave  or  license  of  the  defendant,  as  his  master  and  | 
employer,  in  that  behalf  for  a long  space  of  time  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  J 
nine  days  thence  next  thereafter,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  4 
three  years,  as  last  aforesaid,  and  before  the  committing  of  the  alleged  1 
trespasses,  and  without  having  any  lawful  or  rightful  cause  or  excuse  so  | 
to  do  ; and  had  also  after  the  making  of  the  said  last  mentioned  agree-  | 
ment,  while  the  plaintiff  was  the  defendant’s  servant  labourer  or  handi- 
craftsman,  as  last  aforesaid,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  i 
years  last  mentioned,  and  before  the  committing  of  the  said  alleged  tres-  | 
passes  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  said  21st  day  of  -I 
April,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  improperly  demeaned,  carried  and  behaved  t 
himself  in  such  his  the  defendant’s  service  and  employment,  as  last  afore-  tj 
said,  and  against  his  the  defendant’s  will  leave  or  license,  in  aiding  and  | 
assisting  one  Peter  McPhee,  who  was  then  indebted  to  the  defendant, 
and  one  Edward  Jackson,  James  Porter  Dickennan,  and  Dennis  Moore  fl 
(the  partners  in  trade  of  the  defendant,  trading  at  Port  Hope,  aforesaid,  | 
under  the  names,  style  and  firm  of  “A.  Choat  and  Company”),  in  the  i 
further  large  sum  of  money  above  £10  of  lawful  money,  to  wit,  the  further 
sum  of  £125  of  lawful  money  aforesaid,  to  abscond  from  this  province  I 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  same,  that  he  the  said  Peter  McPhee  might 
avoid  being  arrested  or  served  with  process  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant 
and  the  said  Edward  Jackson,  James  Porter  Dickennan,  and  Dennis 
Moore,  his  said  partners  in  trade  as  last  aforesaid,  for  and  in  respect  of  y. 
the  said  sum  of  money  last  aforesaid,  he  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  well  ■ 
knowing  the  object  and  purpose  for  which  the  said  Peter  McPhee  was  ^ 
desirous  to  abscond,  and  did  abscond  from  this  province,  as  last  aforesaid. 
And  the  defendant  saith  that,  for  such  misdemeanours,  miscarriages  and 
ill  behaviour  of  the  plaintiff,  in  his  the  plaintiff’s  absenting  himself  from  . 
the  defendant’s  service  and  employment,  as  last  aforesaid,  and  in  his 
aiding  and  assisting  the  said  Peter  McPhee  to  abscond  from  the  Province 
as  last  aforesaid,  while  he  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  defendant’s  service  and 
emploj^ment,  as  last  aforesaid,  he  the  defendant,  after  the  making  of  the 
said  last  mentioned  agreement,  and  while  the  plaintiff  was  the  defendant’s 
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servant,,  labourer  or  handicraftsman,  as  last  aforesaid,  and  before  the 
expiration  of  the  said  last  mentioned  three  years,  and  before  the  commit- 
ting of  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit, 
on  the  1st  day  of  May,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  went  and  appeared,  as 
the  master  of  the  plaintiff,  as  last  aforesaid,  before  one  Asa  A.  Burnham, 
within  the  said  district,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  him  the  said  Asa 
A.  Burnham,  in  that  behalf,  then  and  still  being  one  of  her  Majesty’s 
justices  for  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  district,  and  as  such  justice  of 
the  peace  for  the  said  district,  then  and  there  made  complaint  in  writing, 
upon  the  oath  of  the  defendant,  before  the  said  Asa  A.  Burnham,  as  such 
justice  as  aforesaid,  against  the  plaintiff,  as  the  servant,  labourer  or 
handicraftsman  of  the  defendant  as  last  aforesaid,  touching  and  concern- 
ing the  plaintiff’s  misdemeanors,  miscarriages  and  ill  behavior,  in  his  the 
defendant’s  service  and  employment  as  last  aforesaid,  and  which  oath  the 
said  Asa  A.  Burnham,  as  such  justice  of  the  peace  as  last  aforesaid, 
within  the  said  district,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  him  the  said  Asa  A.  Burn- 
ham, in  that  behalf  duly  administered  and  had  power  to  administer  to 
the  defendant,  and  thereupon  the  said  Asa  A.  Burnham,  as  such  justice 
of  the  peace  for  the  said  district,  as  last  aforesaid,  on  the  application  of 
the  defendant,  as  the  master  of  the  plaintiff  as  last  aforesaid,  and  while 
the  plaintiff  was  the  servant,  labourer  or  handsicraftsman  of  the  defendant 
as  last  aforesaid,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years,  and 
before  the  committing  of  the  alleged  trespasses  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  said 
1st  day  of  May,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  and  within  the  said  district, 
and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Asa  A.  Burnham,  as  such  justice,  in  that 
behalf,  duly  made  and  issued  his  certain  other  warrant  in  writing,  under 
his  hand  and  seal,  bearing  date  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  directed 
to  any  constable  in  the  Newcastle  District,  and  thereby  commanded  any 
of  the  said  constables  forthwith  to  bring  him  the  said  plaintiff,  before  him 
the  said  Asa  A.  Burnham,  to  answer  unto  the  said  complaint  of  the 
defendant  as  last  aforesaid,  to  be  further  dealt  with  according  to  law; 
which  said  last  mentioned  warrant,  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  time 
,when,  &c.  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  the  expiration  of 
the  said  three  years,  and  while  the  plaintiff  wa«  the  servant,  labourer 
or  handicraftsman  of  the  defendant  as  last  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  within  the  said  district,  the  defendant  duly 
caused  to  be  delivered  to  one  John  Garbutt,  who  then  and  from  thence, 
and  until,  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c-  in  the  said  declaration  men- 
tioned, was  a constable  in  and  for  the  said  district,  in  due  form  of  law  to 
be  executed;  by  virtue  of  which  said  last  mentioned  warrant,  the  said 
John  Garbutt,  so  being  such  constable  as  last  aforesaid,  and  within  the 
said  Newcastle  District,  afterwards,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said 
three  years,  and  while  the  plaintiff  was  the  servant,  labourer  or  handi- 
craftsman of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  at  the  same  time  when,  &c,, 
in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  2nd  day  of  May,  in  the 
year  last  aforesaid,  gently  laid  his  hands  on  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  take, 
and  did  then  take  the  plaintiff  into  the  custody  of  him  the  said  John 
Garbutt,  until  the  plaintiff,  afterwards,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the 
said  three  years,  and  while  he  was  the  servant,  labourer  or  handicraftsman 
of  the  defendant  as  last  aforesajd,  and  as  soon  as  conveniently  could  be. 
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to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  was  carried  in  the  said  district 
to  and  before  the  said  Asa  A.  Burnham,  then  being  one  of  her  Majesty’s 
justices  of  the  peace  as  aforesaid,  to  keep  the  peace  in  and  for  the  -said 
district,  for  examination  concerning  the  last  mentioned  premises;  and  the 
said  Asa  A.  Burnham,  as  such  justice  as  last  aforesaid,  then  and  there,  in 
the  said  district,  duly  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff,  heard  and  examined 
the  same  last  mentioned  premises,  and  determined  that  the  said  plaintiff, 
as  the  servant,  labourer  or  handicraftsman  of  the  defendant  as  last  afore- 
said, was  guilty  of  the  misdemeanors,  miscarriages  and  il]  behavior  above 
in  this  plea  alleged,  in  such  the  defendant’s  service  and  employment  as  last  j 
aforesaid  and  thereupon  thesaid  justice,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  within  the  said  district,  and  at  the 
time  when,  &c.,  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  said  | 
2nd  day  of  May,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  before  the  expiration  of  the  j 
said  three  years,  and  while  the  plaintiff  was  the  servant,  labourer  or  handi- 
craftsman of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  duly  ordered  and  directed  that  | 
the  plaintiff,  for  such  his  misdeiBeanors,  miscarriages  and  ill  behavior  as  | 
last  aforesaid,  should  be  committed  to  the  common  gaol  of  the  said  dis 
trict,  being  the  house  of  correction  in  and  for  the  same  district,  there  to  ^ | 
remain  for  the  space  of  one  calendar  month  from  the  date,  thereof,  to  wit, 
from  the  said  2nd  day  of  May  aforesaid,  to  wit,  the  time  in  the  said  | 
declaration  mentioned;  and  then  and  there  in  pursuance  of  such  his  order  I 
and  direction,  the  said  justice  within  the  said  district,  and  before  the  expi-  1 
ration  of  the  said  three  years,  and  while  the  plaintiff  was  the  servant,  I 
labourer  or  handicraftsman  of  the  defendant  as  last  aforesaid,  duly  made  J 
and  issued  his  certain  other  warrant  of  commitment  under  his  hand  and  | 
seal  as  such  justice,  bearing  date  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  directed  j 
to  any  constable  in  the  Newcastle  District,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  com-  | 
mon  gaol  in  the  said  district,  by  which  said  last  mentioned  warrant,  the  j 
said  justice  commanded  any  constable  in  thesaid  district  forthwith  to  j 
convey  the  said  plaintiff  to  the  said  gaol  aforesaid,  and  to  deliver  him  j 
the  plaintiff  to  the  keeper  thereof,  together  with  the  said  warrant  last  i 
aforesaid,  and  likewise  thereby  commanded  that  the  said  keeper  of 
such  gaol  should  receive  the  said  plaintiff  into  his  custody  in  the  said 
gaol,  there  to  remain  for  the  space  of  one  calendar  month  from  the  j 
date  thereof;  and  which  said  warrant  last  mentioned,  afterwards,  and 
before  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years,  and  while  the  plaintiff  was 
the  servant,  labourer  or  handicraftsman  of  the  defendant,  as  last  aforesaid,  j 
to  wit,  on  the  said  2nd  day  of  May,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  and  within  j 
the  said  district,  the  defendant  duly  caused  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  i 
John  Garbutt,  who  then  and  from  thence  until  the  said  time  when,  &c.  in 
the  said  declaration  mentioned,  was  a constable  in  and  for  the  said  district  j 
of  Newcastle,  in  due  form  of  law  to  be  executed.  By  virtue  of  which  j 
said  last  mentioned  warrant  the  said  J ohn  Garbutt,  so  being  such  con-  j 
stable  as  last  aforesaid,  afterwards,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said 
three  years,  and  within  the  said  district,  and  while  the  plaintiff  was  the  j]| 
servant,  labourer  or  handicraftsman  of  the  defendant,  as  last  aforesaid,  j 
and  at  the  time  when,  &c.  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  j 
said  2nd  day  of  May,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  and  before  the  expiration  I 
of  the  said  calendar  month,  and  while  the  said  warrant  was  in  full  force,  j 
gently  laid  his  hands  on  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  take,  and  did  then  take  j 
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he  plaintifi  into  the  custody  of  him  the  said  John  Garbutt,  so  being  such 
unstable  as  last  aforesaid  ; and  did  then,  and  within  the  said  district, 
arry  and  convey  said  plaintiff  to  the  said  gaol  within  the  said  district, 
nd  deliver  the  plaintiff  to  one  George  Birney,  being  the  keeper  of  the 
ame  gaol,  together  with  the  same  warrant,  as  he,  the  said  John  Garbutt, 
0 being  a constable  in  and  for  the  said  district  as  aforesaid,  was  by  the 
lame  last  mentioned  warrant  commanded.  And  the  said  George  Birney, 
lo  being  then  the  keeper  of  the  said  gaol — and,  as  the  keeper  thereof, 
iinder  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  warrant,  did  on,  to  wit,  the  day  and  year 
' ja  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said 
lalendar  month,  and  while  the  said  warrant  was  in  full  force  and  before 
he  expiration  of  the  said  three  years,  and  while  the  plaintiff  was  the 
arvant,  labourer,  or  handicraftsman  of  the  defendant,  as  last  aforesaid, 
nd  within  the  said  district,  receive  the  plaintiff  into  his  custody  in  the 
aid  gaol,  and  kept  and  defined  the  plaintiff  in  such  his  custody,  under 
he  warrant  last  aforesaid,  for  the  time  in  the  same  warrant  contained,  to 
dt,  the  time  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned  ; and  all  of  which  said 
kst  mentioned  premises  the  defendant  lawfully  could  and  might  do  for 
te  cause  aforesaid,  and  which  are  the  same  trespasses,  &c. — To  these 
jleas  the  plaintiff  demurred  generally,  and  the  defendant  joined  in 
jemurrer. 

k Sullivan,  for  demurrer. — The  case  of  Fish  v.  Doyle,  decided  many 
; ears  ago  in  this  court,  is  an  authority  against  the  view  taken  by  the 
Dunsel  of  the  defendant,  that  the  statute  of  5 Eliz. , ch.  4,  is  in  force  in 
f ais  province.  The  statutes  5 Eliz.,  ch.  4,  and  20  Geo  IL,  ch,  19,  were 
f lade  for  a different  state  of  circumstances  and  society  from  any  that 
] xist  among  us,  and  neither  upon  the  general  principle  of  the  introduc- 
i on  of  the  English  law  into  a colony,  planted  and  settled  by  British  sub- 
lets, nor  upon  any  constiaiction  of  the  first  statute  of  the  provincial|par- 
{ lament,  which  introduced  the  English  law  as  the  rule  of  decision  in  all 
iises  of  controversy  respecting  civil  rights,  ought  they  to  be  determined 
|)  be  binding  upon  us.  If  by  the  effect  of  our  provincial  act  they  are  to 
|e  considered  in  force,  then  we  would  have  all  the  disadvantages  of  the 
[Id  law,  and  none  of  the  modifications  and  improvements  which  modern 
jnlightenment  and  a higher  degree  of  refinement  and  civilization  have  intro- 
juced  upon  the  statute  book  of  England.  The  provisions  in  the  act  of 
tlizabeth  have  never  been  considered  to  be  the  law  here ; they  are 
Imost  all  totally  inapplicable  to  the  circumstances  of  the  colony  ; there 
5 one  concerning  the  persons  who  are  compellable  to  work  as  handicrafts- 
men, another  respecting  arrow  makers,  another  as  to  the  dismissal  of 
prvants.  These  laws  were  made  for  the  protection  of  trade  and  hus- 
andry  in  England,  and  arose  from  motives  of  public  policy,  lest  agricul- 
|iire  should  be  abandoned.  The  20  Geo.  II.,  ch.  19,  is  only  a continua- 
{ion  of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  and  was  intended  to  settle  disputes 
between  masters  and  servants  ; but  many  of  its  provisions  could  not  be 
linforced  in  this  country,  and  if  some  can  be,  the  statute  cannot  be  allowed 

f operate  in  part,  and  in  part  be  rejected.  But  even  if  it  were  in  force, 
e defendant  does  not  appear  to  have  acted  in  conformity  to  its  pro- 
(isions ; the  plaintiff  was  arrested  instead  of  being  summoned  on  the 
pmplaint,  and  the  act  does  not  authorise  an  arrest  in  the  first  instance  ; 
lad  the  proceedings  were  had  before  only  one  justice  of  the  peace,  whereas. 
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the  statute  requires  two.  Then  it  does  not  sufficiently  appear  in  th'e 
second  plea,  whether  the  party  is  an  apprentice  within  the  meaning  of! 
the  statute  ; nor  is  the  cause  assigned  for  the  proceeding,  that  description  I 
of  misconduct  that  would  or  ought  to  give  the  magistrate  jurisdiction. 

Baldioin  for  defendant.  The  magistrates  in  almost  every  part  of  the : 
province  have  been  in  the  habit  of  considering  these  statutes  in  force,  and 
have  acted  upon  them  in  many  instances,  without  their  authority  being 
called  in  question ; and  they  have  been  treated  as  in  force  by  Mr.  Keele, 
in  his  Provincial  Justice,  a work  which  is  in  the  hands  of  every  magistrate 
in  the  country,  and  by  which  the  magistrates  are  generally  guided  inj 
their  proceedings.  It  may  be  true  that  parts  of  one  or  both  of  t 
statutes  are  so  entirely  inapplicable  to  the  colony  that  they  ought  not  to! 
be  considered  in  force  here,  and  yet  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the! 
remainder,  which  is  applicable,  cannot  be  acted  upon.  That  would  hej 
laying  down  the  rule  too  broadly,  because  different  parts  of  the  statute] 
might  refer  to  entirely  different  subject  matters,  and  it  would  be  going! 
too  far  to  say,  that  because  one  matter  could  not  be  acted  upon,  that 
therefore  all  the  rest,  which  could,  should  be  set  aside.  The  court  cannot] 
say  that  these  statutes  are  not  in  force  ; it  is  not  a question  of  theii] 
applicability  that  is  to  be  decided,  the  decision  must  be  on  the  express 
words  of  a statute.  When  the  law  is  to  be  given  to  a colony  planted  and! 
settled  by  British  subjects,  we  can  understand  that  only  such  parts  oil 
the  English  statute  law  as  are  applicable  shall  be  declared  to  be  in  force 
but  when  the  statute  law  is  introduced  by  legislative  enactment,  there  car  j 
be  no  question  about  the  applicability  of  statutes,  as  the  legislature  have] 
shewn  that  their  determination  was  to  introduce  them  all,  with  the  excepf 
tion  of  those  parts  which  are  expressly  excepted.  [Robinson,  C.  J. — Irj 
Attorney  General  v.  Stuart,  2 Merivale,  the  English  law  was  introduced  bu 
proclamation,  which  would  have  had  the  same  effect  as  if  introduced  aej 
it  has  been  here,  and  yet  all  the  English  statutes  were  not  held  to  be  ir] 
force.]  But  may  not  these  statutes  be  considered  as  part  of  the  criminal 
law  I and  if  so,  were  they  not  introdueed  by  the  Imperial  Statute  14  Geo! 
III.,  which  gave  the  English  criminal  law  to  Canada  ? The  provincial 
legislature  expressly  excepted  the  law  relating  to  the  poor  and  bankrupbi 
when  introducing  the  law  of  England  into  this  province  ; it  is  natural  t<\ 
suppose  that  if  they  desired  the  exception  to  extend  further,  that  thej 
would  have  provided  for  it  in  the  statute,  but  as  there  is  an  expresj 
exception  as  to  some  laws,  the  correct  construction  to  place  upon  th| 
act  must  surely  be,  that  all  statutes,  except  those  excepted,  are  made 
part  of  the  law  of  the  province.  The  exceptions  made  to  the  pleas  upo]j 
the  other  points,  are  not  of  so  ’much  importance,  as  the  object  is  rathe! 
to  ascertain  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  the  general  question,  than  ti 
sustain  the  particular  pleading  now  under  discussion. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — These  pleas  cannot,  in  our  opinion  be  supportecjl 
The  first  of  those  demurred  to  (the  second  special  plea)  is  pleaded  undej 
the  idea  that  one  or  both  of  the  English  statutes,  5 Elizabeth,  ch.  4,  anj 
20  Geo.  II.  ch.  19,  are  in  force  in  this  province.  If  both  were  in  forc< 
the  justification  set  forth  in  that  plea  would  not  for  several  reasons  coml 
within  either  of  them.  With  regard  to  the  5th  Eiiz.,  ch.  4,  reference  w?l 
made,  in  the  argument  of  this  demurrer,  to  the  case  of  Eish  v.  Doyl; 
decided  some  years  ago  in  this  court,  in  which  the  question  whether  the 
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-tatute  was  part  of  the  law  of  Upper  Canada  was  supposed  to  have  been 
letermined.  I have  looked  at  my  note  of  that  case,  from  which  it  appears 
hat  the  defendant,  who  had  bound  himself  apprentice,  desired  to  take 
idvantage  of  the  act  of  Elizabeth,  as  making  the  articles  void  because  they 
were  for  a shorter  period  than  seven  years,  and  in  that  way  the  question 
;;ame  up.  It  was  not  necessary  however,  as  it  appeared  to  the  court,  to 
lietermine  that  point ; but  I find  that  I did  express  my  own  opinion  to 
be,  that  the  statute  was  not  in  force  in  Upper  Canada,  and  I still,  think 
jso  j indeed  it  cannot  possibly  admit  of  doubt  that  its  provisions  are  inap- 
jfiicable  to  any  state  of  things  that  ever  existed  here  : a clause  here  and 
jihere  might  be  carried  into  effect  in  this  colony,  or  anywhere,  from  the 
!;eneral  nature  of  their  provisions  ; but  that  is  not  sufficient  to  make  such 
j,  statute,  part  of  our  law,  when  the  main  object  and  tenor  of  it  is  wholly 
I’oreign  to  the  nature  of  our  institutions,  and  it  is  therefore  incapable  of 
being  carried  substantially  and  as  a whole  into  execution.  Then  as  to 
he  20  Ceo.  II.  ch.  19  ; certainly  that  part  of  it  which  regards  appren- 
ices  (3rd  and  4th  clauses)  could  not  be  applied  to  the  kind  of  appren- 
jiceship  set  forth  in  this  plea ; and  if  it  could  be,  still  as  was  objected,  a 
jingle  justice  would  be  incompetent  to  act.  The  statute  in  that  part  of 
|b  requires  two ; and  if  there  was  not  this  fatal  objection,  the  defence 
t'ould  still  fail,  because  the  plea  justifies  an  arrest  under  a warrant  before 
1|he  hearing,  but  the  statute  gives  no  such  authority,  but  only  allows  of 
jfrrest  with  a view  to  punishment  after  conviction  ; the  party  should  have 
ieen  summoned,  not  arrested  upon  the  complaint.  The  third  and  fourth 
lleas  are  bad,  for  the  same  reason,  independently  of  the  question  whether 
pe  20  Geo.  II.  ch.  19,  is  in  force  here,  for  the  regulation  of  disputes 
Ijetween  tradesmen  and  their  servants  or  journeymen.  Those  pleas  do 
:|ot  pub  the  case  on  the  footing  of  the  plaintiff  being  an  apprentice,  but 
[ver  that  he  was  a servant,  labourer,  or  handicraftsman  with  the  defendant 
|i  his  trade  or  business  of  tinsmith  ; which  would  bring  the  case  (if  it 
K here  within  the  statute  at  all)  under  the  second  clause  of  it.  My  incli- 
I ation  at  present  is,  that  that  statute,  in  its  general  scope  and  bearing,  is 
a ot  applicable  to  this  province  ; but  considering  the  latitude  of  construc- 
I ion  given  to  it  by  the  court  in  Lowther  v.  Earl  Eadnor,  {a)  I am  not 
I repared  to  hold  that  it  is  not  in  force.  The  footing  on  which  the 
laintiff  is  described  to  have  been  serving,  would  make  him,  I think, 
either  an  apprentice  nor  a servant,  or  labourer,  under  that  statute, 
imitting  it  to  be  in  force,  and  v/hether  the  misbehaviour  imputed  in  the 
rd  and  ith  pleas,  as  regarded  the  assisting  a debtor  of  the  defendant  to 
bscond,  would  be  that  kind  of  misbehaviour  in  his  service  for  which  he 
buld  be  summarily  punished  under  the  statute,  I should  much  doubt,  and 
i any  rate  the  facts  stated  would  not  justify  in  England  an  arrest  in  the 
jrst  instance.  The  defendant  (whether  he  would  or  would  not  be  liable 
fe  the  complainant  for  an  excess  of  jurisdiction  in  the  justice  in  acting  on 
(is  complaint,  on  the  ground  that  he  set  the  proceeding  in  motion),  has 
these  pleas  adopted  the  act,  and  rested  his  defence  on  the  proceedings 
s a justification  ; and  if  it  is  no  justification,  he  must  fail  in  these  pleas, 
hiatever  may  be  the  case  under  the  general  issue. 


(a)  8 East.  113. 
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McLean  v.  Laidlaw. 


Where  the  nominee' of  lands  of  the  crown,  before  letters  patent  issued  for  the  V 
lands,  sold  and  conveyed  them  away,  being  at  that  time  unmarried,  and  after-  | 
wards  having  obtained  the  letters  patent,  made  a new  conveyance  to  the  same  i 
party,  being  then  married  ; Held,  that  after  his  death  his  wife  could  not  claim  J 
dower  in  the  land,  as  she  M'-as  estopped  by  the  deed  made  before  the  letters  U 
patent  issued.  . 


This  was  an  action  of  dower,  “unde  nihil  habet,”  brought  by  the  above  « 
named  demandant  to  recover,  against  the  above  named  tenant,  the  third  a 
part  of  Lot  No.  11,  on  the  east  side  of  the  Great  Eiver  Cataraqni,  together  i 
with  the  hereditaments  and  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging.  The  { 
defendant  pleaded  “ ne  unques  seizie  que  dower.”  The  cause  came  on 
to  be  tried  before  the  honorable  Mr.  Justice  Jones,  at  the  last  assizes  ? 
for  the  Midland  District,  when  a verdict  was  found  for  the  demandant.  ^ 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  the  following  case: — 1st.  A # 
patent  for  the  lands  in  question  issued  to  Neil  James  McLean,  the  bus-  j 
band  of  the  demandant,  granting  the  land  to  him  in  fee  simple,  on  the  j 
26th  day  of  August,  1834.  2ndly.  Neil  James  McLean,  the  husband  of  | 
the  demandant,  conveyed  the  said  lands,  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  to.^ 
Allan  McLean,  on  the  28th  day  of  March,  1827.  3rdly.  The  marriage  J 
of  the  demandant  and  the  said  Neil  James  McLean  was  solemnized  in  a 
due  form  of  law,  after  the  28th  day  of  March,  1827,  and  before  the  10th-) 
day  of  October,  1834.  4thly,  Neil  James  McLean  executed  a deed  oi:> 
confirmation  to  Allan  McLean  (which  last  mentioned  deed  also  con  i 
tained  words  operative  to  convey  an  estate  by  way  of  bargain  and  sale)  6 
on  the  10th  day  of  October,  1834.  5thly.  The  lands  in  question  wen  s 
bargained,  and  a bond  for  a deed  and  possession  given  by  Allan  McLean 
to  the  tenant,  Adam  Laidlaw,  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1830  ^ 
6thly.  Allan  McLean,  sometime  subsequent  to  the  last  mentioned  day  i1 
and  after  the  letters  patent  issued  from  the  crown,  conveyed  the  lands  iijrt  i 
question  to  Daniel  Gilbert,  who  was  the  assignee  of  the  aforesaid  bond 
and  in  possession  of  the  lands.  7thly,  Daniel  Gilbert  in  1836,  and  sub i 
sequent  to  the  conveyance  from  Allan  McLean  to  him,  conveyed  th(;| 
lands  in  question  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  to  Adam  Laidlaw,  thd  j 
tenant  above  named.  8thly.  The  said  Neil  James  McLean  died  befonij 
the  commencement  of  this  action.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  th(  | 
court  is,  whether  the  said  Neil  James  McLean  was  ever  at  any  timf  j 
during  the  coverture  seised  of  such  an  estate  in  the  lands  in  question 
whereof  the  demandant  could  be  endowed.  And  if  the  court  shall  be  o I 
opinion,  that  Neil  James  McLean,  the  late  husband  of  the  demandant  | 
was  at  any  time  during  the  said  coverture  seised  of  such  an  estate  whereo  i 
the  said  demandant  could  be  endowed,  then  the  verdict  is  to  be  entereci^ 
for  the  demandant,  as  aforesaid  ; but,  if  the  court  shall  be  of  a contrary  ^ 
opinion,  then  a verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the  tenant. 

J.  Breakenridge  for  demandant. 

J.  A.  McDonald  for  tenant. 

Eobinson,  C.  j. — As  the  wife  i§  privy  in  estate,  claiming  her  dowe  j 
through  her  husband,  she  would  no  doubt  be  bound  by  the  same  estoppec:  | 
which  would  be  binding  upon  him  (Con.  Digt.,  Estoppel  B.)  The  deec  i 
given  by  the  husband  in  March,  1827,  concluded  him  at  the  time  tha 
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vhe  gave  it  from  averring  that  he  was  not  seised  when  he  made  that  con- 
veyance; for  it  is  an  indenture  by  which  he  assumes  to  convey  the  fee, 
and  it  contains  a covenant  that  he  is  seised,  and  has  right  to  convey;  with 
a warranty.  If  it  rested,  therefore,  on  that  deed,  we  should  have  to  hold 
.that  the  husband  being  seised  in  1827,  had  then  parted  with  his  estate, 
and  was  not  seised  during  the  coverture.  But  it  is  contended,  that  the 
second  deed  given  by  him  to  the  same  grantee  in  October,  1834,  in  which 
he  recites,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  such  facts  as  shew  that  he  was  not 
in  fact;  seised  in  1827,  nor  before  August,  1834,  when  the  patent  issued, 
is  by  the  acceptance  of  that  deed  an  estoppel  in  the  grantee,  though  he 
has  not  executed  the  deed,  and  concludes  him  from  denying  that  the 
grantee  in  that  deed  first  became  seised  in  August,  1834,  when  the  patent 
issued  ; and  that  it  equally  estops  all  claiming  under  the  grantor,  Allan 
McLean.  But,  on  the  otherhand,  without  disputing  the  principle  which 
is  already  laid  down  in  many  books  of  authority,  that  an  estoppel  against 
an  estoppel  sets  the  matter  at  large,  and  enables  the  jury  to  determine 
, according  to  the  truth  of  the  case,  yet  it  appears  to  us,  th^  that  prin- 
ciple cannot  apply  here  in  favour  of  the  demandant,  by  reason  of  another 
principle,  that  where  the  person  whose  deed  (given  before  he  was  seised), 
is  concluded  by  estoppel,  and  while  he  is  so  concluded  he  acquires  the  title 
such  title  immediately  accrues  to  the  benefit  of  him  to  whom  he  had  con- 
veyed, causing  the  estoppel,  which  before  worked  only  by  conclusion,  to 
work  in  interest,  and  placing  him  in  the  same  situation  as  he  would  have 
been  in,  if  the  title  which  has  lately  come  to  his  grantee  had  really  been 
in  him  when  he  made  the  conveyance.  The  grantee  has  thenceforward 
an  estate  in  interest,  which  before  rested  only  in  estoppel.  ISTeil  McLean, 
when  he  conveyed  away  his  land  in  1827  by  a deed  binding  on  himself, 
was  unmarried;  and  according  to  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  as  maintainecl 
by  the  courts  in  England,  we  cannot  look  upon  him  as  being  at  any  time 
afterwards  seised  of  the  fee;  but,  so  far  as  he  and  all  claiming  through 
him  are  concerned,  we  must  regard  Allan  McLean  and  his  assigns  as 
being  seised  of  the  estate  from  the  time  that  the  first  conveyance  was 
made.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  presents  itself  in  this  country,  with  a novel 
aspect,  from  the  circumstance  that  many  persons  having  a promise  or  ex- 
pectation of  a grant  of  certain  lands  from  the  crown,  have  taken  upon 
themselves  to  sell  and  convey  the  lands  before  their  title  has  been  perfected 
by  the  issuing  of  letters  patent;  and  afterwards,  when  they  have  obtained 
their  patent,  have  endeavoured  to  take  advantage  of  the  supposed  inva- 
lidity of  their  first  conveyance,  and  have  dishonestly  sold  the  estate  a 
second  time.  It  has  been  insisted  in  such  cases,  that  the  first  deed  cannot 
be  upheld  against  the  grantor  and  those  claiming  under  him,  upon  the 
principle  of  estoppel;  for  that  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  cannot  be  allowed 
to  apply,  when  the  estate  is  actually  vested  in  the  crown.  This  court 
having  had  occasion  to  consider  this  question  in  several  cases  under  various 
circumstances  as  regarded  the  nature  of  the  deed  in  each  case  upon  which 
the  estoppel  is  supposed  to  arise,  took  occasion  not  long  ago  in  a case  of 
Doe  ex  dem.  Irvine  v.  Webster  (a),  to  discuss  the  subject  very  fully, 
with  the  aid  of  such  English  decisions  as  they  could  find  bearing  upon 
it;  and  the  result  of  a long  and  very , anxious  consideration  given  to  the 


{a)  See  post,  224. 
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point  was,  that  the  court  held  that  they  could  not,  upon  any  satisfactory 
ground,  deny  to  the  party  taking  the  first  deed,  in  such  cases,  the  bene^ 
fit  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  his  favour.  They  could  see  no  reason  why,* 
as  between  the  parties  to  such  deeds  and  their  privies,  the  doctrine  ofj 
estoppel  should  not  apply,  as  well  where  the  title  was  really  in  the  crown, 
as  in  other  cases;  but  this  was  not  decided  without  some  difference  of 
opinion.  From  the  circumstance  to  which  I have  alluded,  the  doctrine 
of  estoppel  is  likely  to  have  a much  more  extensive  application  here  than 
in  England;  and  it  has  therefore  been  always  much  desired  by  the  court 
that  the  parties  in  some  case  would,  by  a special  verdict  or  otherwise, 
place  the  question  upon  record  in  such  a shape  that  the  opinion  of  the 
Privy  Council  might  be  taken  upon  appeal.  But  they  can  do  no  more 
than  urge  this.  Acting  upon  the  decisions  which  have  taken  place  here, 
and  have  been  so  far  acquiesced  in,  we  can  do  no  otherwise  than  hold 
that  Neil  McLean  was  estopped  by  his  first  deed  from  denying  that  the 
estate  which  he  assumed  to  convey  passed  by  his  deed.  His  widow,  claim- 
ing dower  finder  or  through  him,  is  also  estopped;  and  it  seems,  as  I 
have  already  stated,  to  follow,  as  a necessary  consequence  of  the  applica- 
tion of  the  whole  doctrine,  that  when  the  patent  afterwards  came  to  him, 
the  estate  of  his  grantee,  which  before  rested  only  upon  the  conclusion 
by  estoppel,  became  an  estate  in  interest;  and  the  effect  extends  back  to 
the  time  when  the  first  deed  was  given,  producing  the  same  state  of 
things  in  all  respects  as  if  the  patent  had  issued  before  the  deed  was 
made.  If  we  were  to  determine  otherwise,  this  unreasonable  consequence 
would  follow,  that  those  claiming  under  the  first  deed  would  be  prejudiced"^ 
by  the  confirmation  of  their  title,  rather  than  assisted  by  it,  by  letting 
in  a claim  of  dower  which  clearly  would  not  have  attached  otherwise,  and 
by  admitting  on  the  same  principle  the  application  of  incumbrances,  by 
judgment  or  mortgage.  It  is  on  these  grounds  our  opinion,  that  there 
must  be  judgment  against  the  demandant  in  this  case. 


Doe  Irvine  v.  Webster,  {a) 

Where  the  nominee  of  the  crown,  before  any  patent  issued  for  the  lands  on  which 
he  was  located,  by  deed-poll  conveyed  away  the  lands  and  all' his  interest  in 
them;  and  afterwards  the  patent  was  issued  in  his  name,  and  he  then  made  a 
second  deed  to  another  person;  Held,  that  the  second  grantee  was  estopped  by 
the  first  deed  from  claiming  the  land. 

In  this  case  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new, 
trial  for  misdirection,  upon  a verdict  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
following  facts  proved  at  the  trial: — One  Knapp  was  the  original  nominee' 
of  the  crown  of  the  lands  in  question;  and  before  any  patent  had  been 
made  out  for  the  land,  on  3rd  November,  1800,  he’executeda  deed-poll,- 
by  which  “he  granted,  bargained  and  sold”  the  premises  to  one  Wood, 
who  conveyed  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  to  another,  and,  by  regula^ 

[a)  Judgment  was  given  in  this  case  in  Hilary  Term,  1842,  before  the  com-i 
mencement  of  the  publication  of  these  reports,  but  the  great  importance  of  the] 
question  adjudicated  upon,  and  the  reference  to  it  by  the  court  m the  preceding j 
case,  has  induced  the  reporter  to  introduce  it  here. 
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assignments,  the  land  was  conveyed  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  who 
claims  under  that  chain  of  title.  On  Igt  November,  1803,  very  nearly 
three  years  after  Knapp  made  the  deed  to  Wood,  letters  patent  were  com- 
pleted in  Knapp’s  name  for  the  land,  and  remained  in  the  Provincial 
Kegistry  Office,  having  been  duly  enrolled  ; and  Knapp  having  been  made 
aware  of  this  fact,  on  the  10th  September,!  824,  disregarding  his  first  deed, 
executed  a deed  of  release  or  quit  claim  to  one  Phillips,  who  conveyed  to 
the  defendant.  The  land,  being  an  uncultivated  lot,  was  never  in  the 
actual  possession  of  any  person  until  long  after  the  patent  issued,  nor 
until  after  the  conveyance  to  Phillips.  Mr.  Justice  McLean,  before  whom 
the  trial  took  place,  ruled  that  the  defendant  being  the  assignee  of  Knapp, 
was  by  reason  of  his  privity  of  estate  estopped  from  denying  that  any 
thing  had  passed  by  the  deed  which  Knapp  had  made  to  Wood  ; and  tha  i 
the  letters  patent  which,  after  the  making  of  that  deed,  had  been  com- 
pleted in  the  name  of  Knapp,  enured  to  the  confirmation  of  Wood’s  title, 

: by  making  the  estate  work  in  interest,  which  before  stood  only  on  the 
1 estoppel.  It  is  against  this  direction  of  the  learned  judge,  a verdict 
' having  been  rendered  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant 
I now  moves. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — It  is  unfortunate  that  the  deed  first  made  by  Knapp, 
having  been  either  irregularly  given  up  to  the  parties,  or  improperly 
I obtained  since  the  trial,  was  not  before  the  court  upon  the  argument  in 
; banc  j and  we  are  not  now  in  possession  of  this  deed  or  of  any  transcript 
I of  it»  This  is  to  be  regretted,  because  it  is  upon  the  nature  of  that  con- 
i veyance  that  the  case  turns ; and  it  is  most  desirable  that  we  should 
I know  its  precise  language.  It  is  admitted  that  it  was  a deed-poll  exe- 
j cuted  by  Knapp  alone,  whereby,  for  a valuable  pecuniary  consideration, 
!he  granted^  bargained  and  soM'  the  land  to  Wood ; that  it  contained 
no  recitals  whatever,  but  did  contain  a covenant  that  Knapp  was  seised 
iin  fee,  and  the  common  clause  of  warranty  of  title.  More  than  this  we 
are  not  informed  of.  This  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  Term  of  last  year  ; 
land  we  should  probably  have  given  judgment  in  it  before,  but  from  a 
desire  we  had  to  learn  the  precise  grounds  of  which  the  case  of  Bensley 
iV.  Burdon  had  been  decided  in  England,  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  on 
(reviewing  the  judgment  of  the  Yice-Chancellor,  as  reported  in  2 Si.  & 

■ Stuart,  519.  The  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  though  it  was 
I pronounced  in  1830,  and  is  referred  to  in  some  later  cases,  is  not  to  be 
jfoundin  any  printed  report — Mr.  Bussell’s  fifth  volume,  in  which  it  was 
ito  have  appeared,  not  having  been  yet  published.  After  some  delay  and 
|difiiculty,  a manuscript  copy  of  Mr.  Bussell’s  note  has  been  obtained, 
jWhich  enables  us  to  see  the  grounds  on  which  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  was 
^applied  in  that  case,  by  the  learned  counsel  in  argument,  and  by  the  court. 

I We  apprehended  that  this  might  be  material,  from  the  notice  which  had 
jbeen  taken  of  Bensley  v.  Burdon  in  some  later  authorities.  In  this 
^country  several  cases  have  arisen  of  late  years,  in  which  it  has  been 
.necessary  to  consider  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  as  affecting  title.  These 
jvaried  from  each  other  in  their  circumstances,  and  all  of  them  differ  from 
the  present ; but  there  is  this  particular  in  which  they  all  agree,  namely, 
that  when  the  first  deed  was  made,  upon  which  the  question  of  estoppel 
has  arisen,  the  estate  was  in  fact  in  the  crown,  the  right  of  property  never 
having  been  yet  vested  in  any  individual.  When  the  law  of  England  was 
15  u.  c.  Q.  B.  2. 
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introduced  into  Upper  Canada,  fifty  years  ago,  and  in  fact  from  the  time 
of  the  conquest,  the  king  had  the  absolute  property  in  the  soil,  excepting  ri 
only  that  very  inconsiderable  portion  of  it  which  had  been  granted  to  iii-  f 
dividuals  by  the  French  government.  From  that  time  to  the  present  | 
the  lands  in  Upper  Canada,  parcelled  out  as •thej'- have  been  into  lots,  I 
have  been  in  course  of  grant  from  the  crown — nobody  having,  or  pretend-  ;| 
ing  to  have,  any  right  to  them  or  interest  in  them  except  such  as  they  jl 
can  shew  to  have  been  derived,  in  the  first  instance  from  the  crown.  ?| 
The  course  has  been  for  the  government  of  the  province  to  give  to  indi-  j| 
viduals,  upon  their  petition,  a right  to  take  up  or  locate,  as  it  has  been  \i 
called,  a particular  lot.  In  some  instances  this  order  or  permission,  i|. 
which  is  in  fact  the  pledge  of  the  crown  for  a grant  has  been  given  upon  j| 
condition  of  making  improvements  upon  the  land,  or  of  paying  certain  |r| 
fees  before  the  patent  could  be  claimed.  In  other  instances,  the  grant  has  |j| 
been  unconditional ; but,  from  the  natural  disposition  of  people  to  pro-ji| 
crastinate,  numbers  of  the  very  earliest  of  these  locations  or  pledges 
of  grants,  even  when  there  were  no  conditions  exacted  have  been  suffered 
to  lie  to  this  late  period,  without  steps  being  taken  to  have  the  title  com-!| 
pleted  by  sueing  out  the  patent.  In  the  meantime,the  death  of  these  original  i 
nominees  of  lands,  or  their  assignments,made  either  by  devise  or  by  trans-  'A 
fer  executed  in  their  lifetime  (which  from  an  early  period,  have  been  recog- 'i 
nized  and  allowed  by  the  government),  have  introduced  new  claimants; 'I 
and  the  legislature  has  from  time  to  time  passed  acts  for  enabling  parties 
thus  claiming  to  make  out  their  right  to  the  land,  and  to  receive  patents  A 
in  their  own  name.  In  the  hands  of  the  original  nominee,  the  promise  jS 
of  a grant  was  so  far  respected,  that  when  parliament,  in  1791,  conferred  || 
a representative  constitution  upon  this  province,  they  gave  to  the  holders  || 
of  certificates  for  lands,  which  had  been  issued  by  the  governor  and  4 
council  of  the  province  of  Quebec,  a right  to  vote  as  freeholders.  Under  jt 
the  statutes  of  Upper  Canada  which  I have  alluded  to,  in  the  case  of  the  |:| 
deaTi  of  the  original  nominee,  his  heir,  or  deulsef,  which  recognizes  all 
power  to  devise,  or  his  assignee  (which  admits  a right  to  assign,)  when 
such  deceased  nominee  has  transferred  his  right  in  his  life-time,  may  ii 
claim,  before  certain  commissioners,  to  have  a patent  issued  to  him  foij'| 
the  land,  as  heir,  or  devisee,  or  assignee,  giving  public  notice  of  his  inten-  .-k 
tion  to  claim ; and  so  also  may  the  assignees  of  original  nominees  whoji 
are  still  living,  but  who  have  left  the  province.  And  in  like  manner  ah< 
title  derived  through  several  descents,  devises  or  assignments,  may  bei 
made  the  subject  of  a claim;  and  the  commissioners,  having  large  equitable  j\j 
powers  given  to  them  by  the  act,  may  decree  in  favour  of  such  person  as  j r 
makes  good  his  claim.  Their  report  is  taken  to  establish  the  fact  that] 
the  claimant  is  heir,  devisee,  or  assignee  (as  the  case  may  be,)  of  the j 
original  nominee.  And  the  now  existing  law  provides  that  “ their  report  j ( 
shall  be  final  and  conclusive,  and  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  governor  I 
to  issue  his  majesty’s  letters  patent”  to  the  person  iu  whose  favour  the! 
commissioners  shall  report.  And  there  is  this  proviso  : “ Provided  never- ' - 
theless,  that  the  said  letters  patent,  so  to  be  issued  shall  have  such  and  , 
none  other  force,  operation  and  effect,  in  law  or  in  equity,  touching  and  I 
concerning  any  charge,  incumbrance,  lien,  matter  or  thing,  upon  or  t 
relating  to  the  said  lot  or  lots,  &c.  save  and  except  the  establishing  the 
claim  or  claims  of  the  person  or  persons  to,  or  iu  trust  for  whom,  the  said  S 
lot  or  lots,  &c.  by  the  said  letters  patent  shall  be  granted  or  conveyed,  ^ 
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or  the  heir  or  heirs,  devisee  or  devisees  of  the  nominee  or  nominees  of  the 
crown  to  the  same,  then  if  his  Majesty's  letters  patent  had  been  obtained 
' for  the  said  lot  or  lots,  parcel  or  parcels,  of  land  by  the  said  nominee  or 
nominees  in  his,  her  or  their  life-time,  anything  herein  contained  to  the 
contrary  notwithstanding.”  The  fact  is  notorious,  that  in  thousands  of 
instances,  during  the  time  which  has  elapsed  between  the  obtaining  of  the 
promise  of  a grant  from  the  crown,  and  the  issuing  of  the  patent,  the 
original  nominee  or  his  heir  has  assigned  his  right  for  a valuable  considera- 
tion to  a vendee,  who  has  either  gone  into  possession  as  owner,  or  has 
r forborne  to  take  possession,  as  may  have  suited  his  convenience.  Generally 
i good  faith  has  been  observed  in  this  description  of  transactions,  as  in 
I others,  but  in  too  many  cases  it  has  happened,  as  it  has  happened  here, 
^ that  the  patent  coming  out  afterwards  in  the  name  of  the  first  nominee, 
j.  or  of  his  heir,  either  by  his  procurement,  or  in  the  ordinary  routine  of 
I such  matters,  without  any  special  application  from  him,hehas  dishonestly 
I taken  advantage  of  this  circumstance,  and  considering  that  he  is  thus  for 
I the  first  time  placed  in  possession  of  a perfect  legal  title,  he  fraudulently 
I sells  the  land  a second  time  to  some  other  vendee,  disregarding  his  former 
I sale,  and  notwithstanding  he  has  already  received  its  full  value  from  a 
i person  to  whom  he  has  by  solemn  deed  assigned  the  estate,  so  far  at  least 
: as  he  could  assign  it,  and  who  perhaps  has  been  long  in  actual  possession 
■ of  the  land,  under  a deed  purporting  to  convey  the  fee,  and  has  made 
I ! large  improvements  upon  it,  which  latter  circumstance  however  did  not 
[ exist  in  the  particular  case  now  before  us.  The  second  vendee  may,  in 
these  instances,  either  be  aware  of  the  first  sale,  in  which  case  his  con- 
duct has  been  immoral  and  unjust,  or  he  may  have  purchased  in  igno- 
jrance  of  it,  in  which  case  he  must  be  admitted  to  be  innocent,  though  he 
may  not  have  acted  with  sufficient  caution.  When  the  grantee  in  the 
;deed,  made  subsequent  to  the  patent,  comes  to  assert  his  right  under  it, 
jand  is  met  by  the  grantee  in  the  first  deed  made  before  the  patent,  who 
jrests  his  title  upon  the  doctrinejof  estoppel,  the  peculiarity  in  this  class  of 
■cases  occurring  in  this  country,  is,  that  the  estate  in  point  of  fact  was  in 
the  crown  at  the  moment  when  the  title  which  it  is  sought  to  make  good 
|by  estoppel  was  pretended  to  be  conveyed,  and  had  never  up  to  that  time 
been  the  property  of  a subject.  The  same  state  of  things  has  not  existed 
|in  England,  in  any  of  those  cases  in  which  the  principle  of  estoppel  has 
been  applied,  at  least  I am  aware  of  no  such  case  ; and  we  have  therefor 
b consider  in  the  absence  of  authority,  whether  in  reason  and  upon  legal 
iprinciples,  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  can  be  applied  under  such  circum- 
stances, or  whether  its  application  is  excluded.  We  have  had  to  dispose 
pf  this  question  in  cases  already  decided,  and  we  have  determined  that  the 
■"act  of  the  title  being  at  the  time  in  the  crown  makes  no  difference.  In 
he  case  of  Doe  dem.  Henessy  v.  Meyers,  decided  here  in  1832,  this  point 
vas  expressly  considered,  and  it  must  be  taken  to  have  been  also  deter- 
nined  in  the  other  cases  of  estoppel,  decided  afterwards,  because  the 
‘acts  in  all  of  them  necessarily  involved  the  question.  Strictly  speaking, 
perhaps,  those  decisions  must  be  taken  by  us  to  have  settled  the  point,  so 
ar  as  this  court  is  concerned,  otherwise,  there  would  be  great  uncertainty 
the  administration  of  the  law — an  evil  which  it  is  necessary  to  avoid, 
specially  in  regard  to  questions  affecting  title.  But  considering  that  the 
peculiar  circumstances  of  this  country,  to  which  I have  adverted,  are 
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likely  to  give  rise  to  very  frequent  occasions  of  advancing  the  doctrine  of 
estoppel,  •which  in  England  parties  are  very  seldom  driven  to  rely  upon,  - 
we  have  never  approached  any  case  of  this  description,  without  a strong 
sense  of  its  importance  in  a general  view,  and  of  the  difficulty  which  may 
be  found  to  attend  some  of  the  considerations  involved  in  it.  Upon  this  , 
occasion,  therefor,  as  upon  the  former,  I have  carefully  considered  t 
whether  this  circumstance  of  the  title  having  been  at  the  time  in  the  crown,  i 
can  exclude  the  application  of  the  estoppel ; and  if  I had  come  to  a dif- 
ferent opinion  from  that  which  this  court  has  already  expressed,  I should  i 
certainly,  in  a question  of  this  peculiar  and  important  nature,  intimate  the'i 
change  of  opinion,  although  it  might  be  thought  necessary  by  us  to 
adhere  to  the  adjudged  cases.  It  is  a material  consideration  on  the  one!: 
hand,  that  in  the  general  estimation  of  the  public,  the  first  purchaser  from!» 
the  grantee  of  the  land,  after  ihe  sealing  of  the  paterd,  has  been  usually  j 
considered  safe,  and  not  liable  to  be  defeated  by  any  conveyance  madeii] 
while  the  estate  was  in  the  crown  j at  least  that  was  taken  to  be  the  caseif 
until  some  years  ago  when  this  doctrine  of  estoppel  was  for  the  first  time  :! 
advanced  as  applicable  to  the  circumstances  which  I have  stated ; and  Id 
confess  it  is  the  inclination  of  my  mind  to  decide  in  accordance  with  this’  ; 
prevailing  impression,  as  being  the  course  most  likely  to  serve  the  ends  old 
justice  in  the  main,  leaving  it  to  the  legislature,  if  they  think . proper,  tof, 
provide  otherwise  by  a positive  law.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  we  are  not  i 
at  liberty  to  relieve  ourselves  arbitrarily  from  the  operation  of  any  general' : 
principle.  We  must  be  able  to  see  that  the  circumstances  furnish  ground!  £ 
for  an  exception  in  point  of  law,  or  it  is  our  duty  to  apply  the  rule.  There'  i 
is  a striking  and  clear  principle  of  equity  in  the  doctrine,  that  a man  whc  < 
has  sold  and  conveyed  an  estate  to  another,  shall  not  afterwards  be  permitted! 
to  say  that  he  hadno  right  to  make  such  sale, and  that  nothing  passed  by  his' ! 
grant ; and  if  the  fact,  that  when  he  had  made  the  deed  the  title  was  in  the!  I 
crown,  makes  no  difference  in  point  of  law,  then  the  grantee  is  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  that  just  principle,  that  we  should  be  doing  him  wrong,  ill  j 
we  denied  it  to  him,  from  an  apprehension  of  any  inconveniences  that  might;  j 
follow.  The  consideration  I have  lately  given  to  this  point,  does  not  enabk  ii 
me  to  lay  down  any  legal  ground  for  holding  that  there  can  be  no  estoppel!  ( 
in  such  cases  as  I have  mentioned,  by  reason  of  the  estate  being  in  the! 
crown.  In  addition  to  what  was  said  in  Doe  dem.  Henessy  v.  Meyers,  ill  i 
may  be  observed,  that  the  fact  of  the  king  being  seised  when  Knapp  madej ; 
the  first  deed,  does  not  bring  the  case  within  the  principle  that  there  can; 
be  no  estoppel  against  an  estoppel.  If  we  regard  the  king’s  title,  as  being! ! 
matter  of  record,  still  a record  is  only  binding  on  those -who  are  parties  to  itJ 
If  the  king  makes  a grant  to  B.  and  it  is  pleaded,  A.  may  deny  the  grant 
by  pleading  non  concessit,  and  may  show  that  nothing  could  pass  under  it,j ; 
because  the  king  had  before  granted  the  land  to  him  or  to  some  other;  : 
person.  To  be  sure  it  stands  admitted  in  this  case,  that  in  point  of  fact,  ! 
the  king  was  seised,  and  therefore  that  Knapp  could  not  have  been  seisedj  : 
when  he  made  the  first  deed  j but  that  signifies  nothing,  it  only  shewsj 
I hat  in  point  of  fact  nothing  did  pass,  or  could  have  passed  under  and  hy\ 
virtue  of  the  deed  it  self  vfhich.  is  always  the  case  where  the  principle  ofestop-j 
pel  is  appealed  to.  If  anything  had  passed  by  the  deed,  then  clearly  the! 
doctrine  of  estoppel  would  be  out  of  the  question  ; and  so  long  as  nothing| 
passed  because  the  giantor  had  no  title,  it  cannot  signify  in  what  other 
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grantee  the  title  was  vested.  It  may  seem,  at  first  sight,  (though  that 
was  not  contended  in  the  argument,)  that  as  our  Heir  and  Devisee  Acts, 
-oO  which  I have  referred,  do  recognize  assignments  of  located  lands,  made 
before  the  issuing  of  the  patent,  and  give  them  validity  to  a certain 
extent,  the  principle  of  estoppel  cannot  thereupon  be  applied,  because  it 
has  always  been  hel  I that  where  any  interest  passes  by  the  deed,  there 
3an  be  no  estoppel ; but  I do  not  think  that  we  could  rest  upon  that, 
because,  to  bring  this  ease  within  the  principle,  the  interest  to  be  passed 
imust  be  some  certain  legal  estate ; whereas  in  these  cases  there  is  none. 
iWhen  the  deed  is  executed  by  the  original  nominee,  before  any  patent 
has  issued  to  him,  nothing  passes  at  the  time  ; but  upon  the  contingency 
pf  his  dying,  or  leaving  the  province,  then  an  equitable  power  is  called 
i nto  action  under  our  statutes  of  decreeing  a patent  to  his  heir  or  assignee  ; 
f)ut  the  commissioners  are  not  even  held  to  deal  strictly  with  the  legal 
i'ight,  but  “may  decide  according  to  justice  and  equity,  without  regard  to 
|egal  forms.”  Nothing  surely  can  be  said  to  have  passed  by  a deed, 
piere  the  only  effect  of  it  is,  that  in  the  event  of  a certain  contingency 
kappening,  it  7nay  form  the  foundation  of  a claim  to  an  equitable  tribunal, 
pho  are  not  bound  to  recognize  it  as  establishing  any  legal  right.  Nor 
lo  I see  that  there  can  be  any  confusion  created  by  the  clashing  of  this 
|)rinciple  of  estoppel  with  the  effect  of  proceedings  taken  under  the  heir 
jnd  devisee  acts  ; because  no  question  of  estoppel  can  arise,  except  when 
he  patent  goes  ultimately  to  the  person  who  made  the  first  conveyance 
|f  the  land,  or  to  some  person  claiming  under  him.  If  it  should  go  to 
I stranger,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  his  title  would  not  be  liable  to  be 
defeated  by  the  conveyance  made  after  the  patent,  for  there  could  be  no 
istoppel  against  under,  that  conveyance,  for  want  of  privity.  For 
hese  reasons,  I am  still  of  the  opinion,  in  accordance  with  what  this 
!ourt  has  formerly  decided,  that  the  question  whether  Knapp  and  his 
Issigns  are  estopped  by  his  deed,  is  not  affected  by  the  circumstances  of 
fhe  title  being  in  the  crown,  when  that  deed  was  made.  So  far  indeed  as 
[he  principle  of  estoppel  has  its  origin  in  the  ancient  doctrine  of  warranty 
[here  could  be  no  reason  for  a distinction,  for  if  A.  takes  upon  himself  to 
bnvey  to  B.  an  estate  in  which  he  has  no  interest,  with  a clause  of  war- 
;anty,  he  would  surely  be  liable  upon  his  warranty,  as  much  as  when  the 
[state  was  at  the  time  in  the  crown,  as  when  it  was  vested  in  any  other 
bird  party.  The  only  consideration  as  between  him  and  his  grantee 
[3,  that  he  had  no  title  ; it  matters  not  what  other  person  had  the  title, 
fnd  moreover,  as  regards  any  possible  effect  of  the  heir  and  devisee  acts, 
heir  provisions  have  at  any  rate,  not  attached  to  this  case,  for  the  patent 
dd  not  issue  under  any  decree  of  the  commissioners,  but  was  made  to 
ilnapp  himself,  the  original  nominee  of  the  land,  who  was  living,  and  in 
be  province.  It  remains  then  to  be  determined,  whether  the  deed  that 
iras  given  by  Knapp,  in  this  case,  be  such  that  those  claiming  under  him 
y assignment  subsequently  made,  or  estopped  by  it,  from  setting  up 
heir  legal  title.  This,  as  I have  already  observed,  is  really  a very 
inportant  question,  on  account  of  the  frequent  instances  in  which  the 
ipplication  of  the  law  of  estoppel  may  be  called  for  in  this  province,  under 
dreumstances  more  or  less  similar  to  the  present,  and  arising  from  a state 
)f  things  not  existing  in  England.  And  there  is  difficulty  in  the  question 
|)ecause,  as  regards  the  law  of  estoppel  generally,  apart  from  the  peculi- 
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arity  referred  to,  there  are  several  points  upon  which  it  is  hard  to  come  to 
a clear  and  satisfactory  conclusion  on  the  authority  of  adjudged  cases. 
The  doctrine  had  its  origin  in  a system  of  things  which  it  is  now  in  a 
measure  passed  away,  and  many  of  the  decisions  have  been  grounded 
upon  reasons  which  from  the  change  of  circumstances,  are  now  no  longer 
applicable.  Sometimes  the  giving  effect  to  the  principle  of  estoppel  in 
its  fullest  extent,  has  been  found  to  be  in  accordance  with  equity,  so 
that  the  substantial  justice  of  the  case  has  been  obtained  by  its  applica- 
cation,  and  could  have  been  obtained  no  otherwise  ; and  there  the  courts 
have  naturally  desired  to  avail  themselves  of  its  assistance  in  favour  of 
right.  In  other  cases  it  has  been  attempted  to  found  upou  the  doctrine 
of  estoppel,  vexatious  impediments  to  the  investigation  of  truth,  and  to 
make  use  of  it  against  conscience,  and  for  defeating  the  ends  of  justice ; 
and  there  the  courts  have  felt  as  natural  desire  to  avoid  giving  effect  to 
the  estoppel,  and  have  been  at  no  loss  in  general  to  discover  reasons 
founded  in  good  sense  against  its  application  in  the  particular  instances. 
This  leaning,  laudable  in  itself,  has  produced  decisions  which  it  seems  not 
easy  to  reconcile ; though  I believe  that  any  one  who  will  patiently  travel 
through  the  subject,  will  find  that  the  inconsistency  is  more  in  appearance 
than  in  reality,  and  at  least  if  he  regards  only  the  points  which  have  been 
adjudged,  and  considers  what  is  said  in  illustration  of  them,  as  bearing 
exclusively  on  the  facts  of  the  particular  case  then  under  discussion,  and 
is  not  to  be  applied  more  extensively  than  is  there  expressed.  The  incon- 
venience is  that  the  doctrine  has  in  different  ages  been  discussed  in  so 
different  a spirit,  and  under  such  different  circumstances,  that  there  is 
hardly  any  view  of  it  which  may  not  seem  to  find  support  in  the  books  of 
text  writers,  or  in  something  that  has  been  said  by  the  court  in  some  of 
the  earlier  cases.  The  plainest  way,  perhaps,  of  considering  the  question, 
is  this  ; if  Knapp  on  the  3rd  of  November,  1800,  when  he  made  the  deed 
to  Wood,had  instead  of  such  deed  made  to  him  an  indenture  of  feoffment^ 
giving  him  also  livery  of  seisin,  which  deed  Wood  had  also  executed,  and 
if  such  deed  had  contained  an  express  recital  that  Knapp  was  seised  and  had 
right  to  convey,  and  also  an  express  warranty,  then  I apprehend  that  by 
such  a deed  Phillips,  the  assignee  of  Knapp  under  a subsequent  convey- 
ance, and  Webster,  the  assignee  of  Phillips  would  have  been  estopped 
from  denying  that  Wood  took  an  Restate  under  the  deed ; or  to  state 
more  accurately  the  effect  of  what  has  taken  place,  Knapp,  between  the 
making  of  his  deed  to  Wood,  and  the  completing  of  the  patent  in  1803, 
would  have  been  estopped  from  denying  Wood’s  seisin  under  the 
deed  made  to  him  ; and  when  the  patent  came  out  (in  1803),  the  estoppel, 
which  up  to  that  time  had  operated  by  conclusion  only,  would  have  been 
fed  by  the  legal  title  actually  vested  in  Knapp,  under  the  patent,  and 
from  thenceforth  the  estoppel  would  be  a title  working  in  interest,  and 
not  merely  by  conclusion,  and  would  have  been  as  binding  upon  the 
assignee  of  Knapp, as  upon  himself.  I mean  this  would  have  been  the  legal 
effect,  admitting,  as  I assume,  that  the  title  being  in  the  crown  till  1803, 
is  immaterial  to  the  case.  Then  it  must  be  considered,  that  the  deed 
from  Knapp  to  Wood,instead  of  being  an  indenture  of /eojfwew#  executed  by 
both  ^parties,  is  a deedpoll^  professing  to  “ grant”  “ bargain  ”dLXidi  “seZf  "the 
estate;  and  is  executed  by  Knapp  a/o?ie,and  that  it  contains  no  recital  tha# 
Knapp  was  seised  of  or  entitled  to  the  estate  ; but  does  contain  an  express 
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covenant  that  he  was  seised  and  had  right  to  convey,  and  a clause  of 
warranty  in  the  common  form.  We  must  therefore  examine  the  points 
of  difference,  and  see  whether  upon  any  of  them  there  arises  such  a dis- 
tinction, as  upon  clear  authority,  prevents  this  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  from 
making  title  under  the  estoppel.  1st.  The  deed  to  Wood  is  not  an 
indenture^  but  a deed  poll ; nothing  in  my  opinion  turns  upon  that 
difference.  In  many  books  it  is  said,  if  a man  by  his  deed  indented 
affirm  a thing  he  shall  be  estopped  by  the  indenture  from  denying 
lit;  and  that  “the  law  will  not  permit  a man  to  say  anything 
against  his  own  deed,  being  indented.” — 1 Leonard,  156,  204,  206. 
iThe  principle  so  laid  down,  is  no  doubt  correct,  but  it  would  not 
I be  correct  to  infer  from  it,  that  unless  the  deed  be  an  indenture,  the 
grantee  or  person  executing  it  will  not  be  estopped,  though  some  authors 
I do  express  themselves  in  such  a manner  as  to  give  reason  for  concluding 
i that  they  do  so  understand  the  law.  But  on  a careful  examination  of  the 
authorities,  I take  the  law  to,  be,  that  a person  executing  a deed  poll  is 
■ as  much  concluded  by  what  he  asserts  in  it,  as  if  he  had  asserted  the 
i same  thing  in  an  indenture  executed  by  him.  In  Bacon’s  Abridgement, 

! (Leases  0)  which  article  is  understood  to  be  the  work  of  Lord  C.  B.  Gil- 
j bert,this  point  is  particularly  discussed,andthe  Chief  Baron  expresses  very 
: strongly  and  clearly  his  opinion ; that  a party  may  be  estopped  by  his 
deed  poU,  as  well  as  by  indenture.  Mr.  Preston  in  his  note  to  Shep. 

I Touchstone,  p.  53,  intimates  the  same  opinion.  In  Com.  Dig’t.  Estoppel, 
A.  2,  it  is  said  “ So  a deed  poll  does  not  estop  a lessee,  grantee,  &c.,  for 
I it  is  the  deed  of  the  lessor,  grantor,  &c.  only.”  And  in  Co.  Lit.  363,  b. 

, “ the  reason  wherefore  a deed  indented  shall  conclude  the  taker  more  than 
I the  deed  poll  is,  for  that  the  deed  poll,  is  only  the  deed  of  the  feoffor, 

' donor  and  lessor  ; but  the  deed  indented  is  the  deed  of  both  parties,  and 
I therefore,  as  well  the  taker  as  the  giver  is  concluded.''  And  in  right  ex- 
dem  Jeffreys  v.  Buckwell,  Lord  Tenterden  says — “ There  are  many  autho- 
I rities  to  show  that  estoppel  may  be  by  any  indenture  or  deed  poll.”  In 
I Shephard’s  Touchstone,  page  53,  the  doctrine  is  so  stated  that  we  might 
Ifi  infer  the  author  meant  that  a deed  poll  is  not  binding  as  an  estoppel,  on  , 
I either  party  ; but  clearly  the  current  of  authority  is  otherwise,  as  well  as 
i the  reason  of  the  thing  ; and  when  it  is  sometimes  said  that  when  the 
grantee  is  not  estopped,  the  grantor  cannot  be,  because  estoppel  must  be 
mutual,  that  seems  to  be  true  only  when  the  want  of  mutuality  arises  from 
i the  one  party  not  being  bound  by  his  contract,  as  not  being  capable  of 
contracting,  and  it  does  not  extend  to  cases  where  the  want  of  mutuality 
consists  only  in  the  fact,that  only  one  party grants,or  affirms,  &c.,the  nature 
of  the  deed  not  requiring  any  thing  to  be  done  or  said  by  the  other  party. 
In  Bacon’s  Abridgement,  (Leases  0)  that  distinction  is  taken ; and  upon 
i the  whole  I think  it  clear  that  the  person  granting,  leasing,  &c.,  by  a 
i deed  poll,  or  reciting  any  fact  in  it,  is  bound  by  what  he  there  does  or 
asserts,  as  much  as  if  the  deed  were  by  indenture,  {a)  But  we  must 
; further  consider  that  this  is  not  a feoffment  with  livery,  but  “ a deed  poll. 


(a)  2 B.  & Ad.  278;  Shep.  T.  53 ; Co.  Litt.  229  a.  143  b.  352  a.  47  (b),  363  (b) ; 
Cro,  Car.  109  ; 4 N.  & Man.  28,  note  ; Preston  on  Con.  vol,  2 p.  148—9;  Com. 
i Dig.'  Estoppel  A ; 2 Bac.  Ab,  Leases  O ; see  Dixon  on  Title  Deeds,  549 ; i Dyer, 
' 30  pi.  207  ; 5 B & Al.  682  2 B.  & P.  299. 
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granting,  bargaining,  and  selling  the  land  for  valuable  consideration  to  1 

the  grantee,  to  his  own  use.”  In  the  argument  it  was  not  contended  that  } 
the  deed  to  Wood  was  not  such  as  could  pass  the  estate,  supposing  Knapp 
had  been  seised.  I will  not  therefore  dwell  on  that  point,  though  I must  j 
say  that  I see  no  way  in  which  such  a deed  could  operate  except  as  a < 
deed  of  bargain  and  sale  under  the  statute  of  enrolments.  It  is  true  that  l 
statute  requires  the  bargain  and  sale  to  be  by  indenture,  and  that  this  deed 
therefore  would  not  in  England  pass  the  estate  as  a bargain  and  sale,  it 
and  that  it  could  not  operate  as  any  other  description  of  conveyance,  the  'k 
grantee  not  being  at  the  time  in  possession,  no  livery  being  actually  given,  j ! 
and  no  ground  for  presuming  it,  I suppose  will  not  be  denied.  But  1 
independently  of  our  provincial  statute,  37  Geo.  3,  chap  8,  and  of  the  ( 
earlier  decisions  of  this  court,  our  statute  4 Wm . 4,  ch.  1 , sec.  47,  and  the  t: 
case  of  Eogers  et  al.  v.  Barnum,  decided  upon  it,  in  6 & 7 Wm.  4,  ;i 
(Trinity  Term,)  were  considered,  I suppose  to  have  removed  any  diffi-  ;il| 
culty  in  the  way  of  the  deed  poll  on  that  ground,  and  to  have  left  the  p 
case  to  stand  on  the  single  point  that  Knapp  had  no  estate  when  he  exe-  '4 
cuted  it.  I look  upon  this  case,  therefore,  as  if  the  deed  were,  in  regard 
to  its  form,  a valid  assurance  by  bargain  and  sale.  And  then  the  difficul-  || 
ty  occurs,  that  in  many  authorities  it  is  stated  that  by  such  a conveyance, 
being  a conveyance  under  the  statute  of  uses,  and  not  at  common  law,  |ii 
nothing  more  could  pass  than  the  bargainor  had  right  to  convey,  and  that  1 
the  doctrine  of  estoppel  is  applicable  only  to  conveyances  which,  like  a |l 
feoffment,  have  there  effect  from  the  common  law,  without  the  statute  of 
uses.  This  distinction  is  certainly  taken  in  many  books,  but  I think  it  is  ,f 
not  meant  to  be  laid  down  so  broadly  as  it  has  been  sometimes  under-  i 
stood,  and  as  the  language  used  indeed  in  many  books  would  warrant,  us  , a 
in  understanding  it.  I conceive  that  both  upon  reason  and  authority,  it  ; i 
must  be  held  that  deeds  which  can  only  operate  by  the  statute,  may  /; 
nevertheless,  estop  the  party  making  them,  and  that  what  we  meet  with  {■; 
to  the  contrary,  is  often  too  generally  expressed.  For  instance  it  is  in  M 
many  places  stated,  that  a deed  of  release  cannot  operate  by  estoppel,  li 
and  clearly  that  is  true  when  spoken  of  what  is  a mere  release,  or  quit  ‘i 
claim  of  a party’s  interest,  whatever  it  may  be,  and  it  would  be  unreason-  \a 
able  to  hold  otherwise.  By  such  a deed  the  releasor  assures  nothing  ; i 
absolutely ; he  does  noi x>retend  to  convey  the  estate,  but  only  such  inter-  iv. 
est  as  he  has  in  it,  and  if  it  turns  out  that  in  fact  he  had  no  interest,  so  that  (a 
nothing  passed  by  the  deed,  still  the  releasee  has  all  that  the  releasor  pre-  iji 
tended  to  grant  to  him  by  the  very  terms  of  the  deed — and  to  apply  the  ! : 
doctrine  of  estoppel  in  such  a case,  would  be  inconsistent  with  truth  and  j 
reason,  for  upon  what  principle  should  a person  be  concluded  from  deny-  | ' 
ing  what  he  never  had* asserted.  It  would  be  easy  to  state  such  a case  | ' 
as  would  show  that  such  an  application  of  estoppel  would  be  manifestly  || 
unjust,  (a)  But  what  is  commonly  called  a deed  of  release,  may  be  such  in  j 
its  terms  as  clearly  to  import  that  the  person  making  it  undertakes  abso-  j ^ 
lutely  to  grant  and  transfer  the  estate  to  which  it  relates,  and  not  merely  | 
to  release  any  interest  he  may  have  in  it,  and  it  may  be  executed  under  !' 
such  circumstances,  as  to  make  it  an  effectual  assurance  for  that  purpose,  ji 

(a)  See  Doe  dem.  Peters  v.  Outwater,  in  this  court,  Michaelmas,  2 Vic., 
decided  on  this  point.  | 
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as  to  its  form,  in  which  case  it  is  a release  and  something  more,  (a)  By  such 
a deed,  I am  of  opinion,  the  grantor  is  as  much  estopped,  as  if  it  were  not  in 
form  or  name  a release.  So  again  it  has  been  said,  that  by  a deed  of  grant 
the  party  is  not  estopped  ; for  that  by  such  a deed  a man  can  only  convey 
what  he  has — and  indeed  I know  not  by  what  form  of  conveyance  a man 
can  make  a title  to  what  he  has  not.  A grant  is  a mode  of  assurance 
applicable,  not  to  estates  in  possession  of  which  livery  of  seisin  may  be 
made,  but  to  incorporeal  estates,  or  to  estates  in  reversion  or  remainder 
of  which  livery  cannot  be  made,  and  is  therefore  not  required.  Such 
estates  are  said  to  lie  only  in  giant,  and  to  pass  by  the  deed  or  not  at 
all.  This  distinction  seems  very  intelligible.  When  a man  grants  all 
his  interest  in  reversion  or  remainder,  he  does  not  pretend  to  transfer  the 
estate — to  divest  himself  of  the  seisin,  and  to  vest  it  in  another.  If  he 
has  no  interest  in  reversion  or  remainder,  he  grants  nothing,  by  the  very 
terms  of  his  deed,  for  it  was  only  his  estate  in  reversion,  or  remainder, 
and  not  the  land  itself  that  he  professed  to  grant.  But  when  by  any  form 
of  conveyance  which  can  be  effectual,  a man  assumes  to  transfer  an  estate 
to  another,  absolutely  and  without  qualification,  as  if  he  had  a clear  right 
of  disposition  over  it,  T can  see  no  satisfactory  reason  why  he  should  not 
be  estopped  (1  speak  now  only  of  the  grantor  himself)  by  his  own  solemn 
deed,  from  denying  that  anything  passed  by  the  conveyance,  as  well  when 
it  could  take  effect  by  aid  of  the  statute  only,  as  when  it  could  take 
effect  by  the  common  law.  To  say  that  by  conveyances  under  the  statute 
of  uses,  a man  can  convey  only  what  he  has,  is  only  to  assert  that  nothing 
passes  by  the  mere  force  of  the  deed — but  that  is  precisely  what  is 
necessary  to  make  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  apply.  When  any  interest 
passes  under  the  deed,  it  is  quite  clear  there  can  be  no  estoppel ; but  the 
grantee  must  stand  or  fall  by  the  deed  alone.  In  Bensley  v.  Burden,  2 
Simons  and  Stuart,  525,  the  Vice  Chancellor  Sir  John  Leach,  a very  able 
lawyer,  ventured  to  rest  the  principle  expressly  on  that  broad  basis  ; and 
though  certainly  there  was  much  seeming  authority  against  him, I think  he 
was  well  warranted  by  authority  in  the  decision.  This  is  his  language  : 
^ ‘After  hearing  the  second  argument,  I am  confirmed  in  my  opinion,  that 
estoppel  is  as  well  worked  by  an  indenture  of  release,  as  by  any  other 
indenture.  The  conveyance  by  lease  and  release,  like  all  other  convey- 
ances that  owe  their  effect  to  the  statute  of  uses,  will  pass  only  such 
estate  as  the  party  conveying  may  lawfully  pass  because  the  consideration 
paid  to  the  party  conveying  cannot  raise  a use  in  any  other  estate  than 
his  own.  But  estoppel  applies  only  to  cases  were  the  passing  of  an 
estate  does  not  come  in  question.  The  text  writers  upon  this  subject 
state,  that  estoppel  is  wrought  by  any  deed  indented,  making  no  excep- 
tion a to  the  indenture  of  release;  nor  can  I find  a single  authority 
were  such  a distinction  is  taken.  When  by  deed  indented  a man 
represents  himself  as  the  owner  of  an  estate,  and  affects  to  convey  it  for 
valuable  consideration,  having  at  the  time  no  possession  or  interest  in  the 
estate,  and  where  nothing  therefore  can  pass,  whatever  be  the  nature  of 
the  conveyance,  there,  if  by  any  means  he  afterwards  acquires  an  interest 
in  the  estate,  he  is  estopped,  in  respect  of  the  solemnity  of  the  instrument, 
from  saying,  as  against  the  other  party  to  the  indenture,  contrary  to  his 


{a)  2 Mod.  115;  Cowper,  601. 
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averment  in  that  indenture,  that  he  had  not  such  an  interest  at  the  time 
of  its  execution.  Is  not  an  indenture  of  release  as  solemn  an  instrument 
as  any  other  indenture?  Of  what  importance  to  this  principle  can  it  be, 
whether  the  instrument  which  operates  this  effect  by  its  mere  character 
as  a solemn  instrument,  is  an  indenture  of  release,  or  an  indenture  of 
feoffment  ?”  It  is  evident  that  the  Vice  Chancellor,  in  this  short  but 
clear  judgment,  did  not  feel  that  he  was  establishing  any  new  principle. 
He  speaks  throughout  of  an  indenture  only,  because  the  instrument  before 
him  was  an  indenture ; but  a deed  poll  is  equally  the  solemn  deed  of  the 
party  making  it ; and  when  it  is  capable  of  effecting  the  object  intended, 
may  estop  the  party  executing  such  deed,  as  much  as  an  indenture  can. 
I have  already  cited  authorities  which  abundantly  establish  this.  This 
case  of  Bensley  v.  Burden  came  afterwards  before  the  Chancellor,  and  the 
decision  of  Sir  J ohn  Leach  was  confirmed.  I have  a manuscript  note  of 
the  arguments  and  judgment,  taken  by  Mr.  Busssell,  whose  Reports  down 
to  the  giving  of  that  judgment  have  not  yet  been  published,  (a)  The 
Chancellor,  it  will  be  seen,  fully  confirms  the  decision  of  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor, and  upon  grounds  which  in  my  judgment  distinctly  apply  to  this 
case.  It  is  true,  he  rests  upon  the  recital  which  the  deed  contained,  that 
the  grantee  had  such  an  estate  as  he  assumed  to  convey ; but  from  the 
nature  of  that  case  the  recital  was  a material  feature.  That  was  not  a 
deed  by  which  the  grantor  pretended  to  convey  an  immediate  and  abso- 
lute estate  in  possession.  By  the  express  terms  of  the  deed,  he  granted 
^‘all  that  the  reversion  and  remainder  in  fee  expectant  and  to  take  effect 
upon  the  decease  or  sooner  determintion  of  the  estate  for  life  of  Francis 
Tweddle  the  elder,  and  all  other  the  contingent  and  reversionary  estate, 
title  and  interest  of  him  Francis  Tweddle  the  younger,  of  and  in  the 
estates  therein  described.”  Kow  as  Francis  Tweddle  the  younger  had 
in  fact  no  interest  in  the  estates  which  he  thus  affected  to  convey  ; and 
as  this  deed  only  conveyed  all  his  reversionary  interest,  it  was  strictly 
analagous  to  the  case  of  a release  of  all  a man’s  interest,  when  he  has  no 
interest ; and  in  neither  case  is  there  any  positive  assertion  of  a title  for 
an  estoppel  to  work  upon.  So  the  case  would  have  stood  if  there  had 
been  nothing  more  than  the  mere  operative  words  of  the  grant ; and  to 
such  a case  the  principle  would  well  have  applied,  (h)  that  by  a release,  or 
a grant,  a man  can  only  convey  what  he  has,  and  no  question  of  estoppel 
arises.  But  as  there  was  in  this  deed  of  Tweddles,  an  express  recital 
that  he  was  entitled  to  an  estate  in  remainder,  such  as  he  affected  to 
convey,  that  gave  a precision  and  certainty  to  his  deed,  in  respect  to  what 
he  affected  to  convey,  and  he  was  held  to  be  estopped  by  that  recital 
from  denying  that  he  was  so  seised;  and  that  recital  was  held  to  be 
binding  upon  Burden,  his  assignee,  in  favour  of  the  assignee  of  White  for 
whose  benefit  the  release  was  made  to  certain  trustees.  If  Tweedle  had 
merely  released  all  his  reversionary  interest  which  turned  out  to  be 
nothing,  there  Would  have  been  no  foundation  for  the  estoppel,  because 
there  would  have  been  no  assertion  to  which  he  could  be  held  ; but  as  it 
did  appear  in  some  part  of  the  deed  that  he  did  really  unequivocally  hold 
himself  out  to  be  the  owner  of  a certain  reversionary  interest,  which  he 
specified,  and  which  he  affected  to  convey,  the  court  held  that  whoever 


[a)  See  the  note  at  the  end  of  this  case. 

(h)  Bridgman’s  Rep.  544-5  ; 1 Roll.  862, 1.  35  & 37. 
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claimed  under  him  was  estopped  by  such  direct  assertion  from  setting  up 
the  contrary.  It  is  singular  that  Sir  Edward  Sugden,  in  the  last  edition 
of  his  treatise  on  vendors  and  purchasers,  3 vol.  p.  422,  should  represent 
the  case  of  Eight  v.  Bucknell,  2 B.  & Ad.,  as  over-ruling  this  case  of 
Bensley  v.  Burden.  “It  corrected”  he  says  “ the  obvious  error  in  Bensley 
V.  Burden,  that  a lease  and  release  operated  by  estoppel,  although  the 
law  was  distinctly  stated  and  pressed  by  counsel  in  argument.”  Now  no 
one  can  carefully  read  the  case  of  Eight  v.  Bucknell,  without  seeing  that 
it  is  not  a decision  in  any  respect  or  degree  at  variance  with  that  of 
Bensley  v.  Burden.  The  deed  in  respect  of  which  the  question  of  estoppel 
was  raised  in  Eight  v.  Bucknell,  {a)  was  a mere  release  by  a man  who  had 
no  legal  eatate,  but  only  a legal  or  an  equitable  interest.  Whether  the 
deed  professed  to  grant,  release,  &c.,  the  estate  or  only  all  the  interest  of 
the  releasor  in  the  estate,  is  not  stated,  and  does  not  appear  in  the  case  ; 
nor  is  it  material  indeed  how  that  was,  because  that  release  did  contain 
a recital  that  the  releasor  was  legally  or  equitably  entitled,  and  the  cove- 
nant for  title  was  to  the  same  effect.  It  is  a rule,  that  there  can  be  no 
estoppel  by  a deed,  where  the  truth  appears  by  the  same  instrument,  and 
the  court  rested  upon  that;  {b)  for  surely  it  would  be  strange  to  hold  a man 
estopped  by  such  a deed  from  ever  denying  that  he  was  seised  of  a legal 
estate,  upon  the  pretence  that  he  had  in  that  deed  asserted  it,  when  he 
had  in  truth  asserted  no  such  thing,  but  had  said  only  what  fairly  put  the 
other  party  on  his  guard,  namely,  that  he  was  legally  or  equitably  entitled; 
which  was  trup,  for  he  was  equitably  seised,  being  in  possession  under  a 
, contract  of  sale.  This  certainly  was  no  case  of  estoppel,  and  when  the 
^ authority  of  Bensley  v.  Burden  was  relied  upon  as  establishing  the  con- 
trary,  the  answer  of  the  court  was  obvious ; that  the  counsel  were  endea- 
vouring to  make  the  case  before  them  one  of  estoppel,  when  it  clearly  was 
not,  by  citing  another  case  where  the  ground  for  estoppel  as  clearly  did 
exist.  If  it  had  not  been  for  the  recital  and  the  covenant,  in  Bensley  v. 
Burden,  then  the  two  cases  might  have  been  perhaps  treated  as  the  same 
in  principle ; but  it  made  all  the  difference  that  in  the  one  case  the 
grantor  held  himself  out  in  express  terms  to  be  the  legal  owner  of  the 
estate  which  he  affected  to  convey,  while  in  the  other  he  went  no  farther 
than  to  state  that  he  was  legally  or  equitably  seised,  which  latter  was 
true.  It  is  certainly  without  ground  that  Sir  Edward  Sugden  under 
these  circumstances  calls  the  decision  in  the  latter  case  of  Eight  v.  Buck- 
nell the  correction  of  an  error,  and  treats  it  as  over-ruling  that  of  Bensley 
V.  Burden,  to  which  it  is  by  no  means  opposed.  He  was  counsel  in  the 
latter  ease,  and  contended  unsuccessfully  against  the  estoppel ; and  this 
seems  to  have  had  the  effect  of  prejudicing  his  view  of  both  cases.  I see 
no  authority  for  holding  that  Bensley  v.  Burden  has  been  over-ruled.  It 
goes  the  whole  length,  I think,  of  rejecting  the  distinction  that  was  con- 
tended for  in  that  case  between  conveyances  at  common  law,  and  those 
which  have  effect  only  under  the  statute.  We  might  have  found  it  diffi- 
cult without  its  sanction,  to  go  against  the  stream  of  authorities  which 
seems  to  run  the  other  way ; but  it  is  in  accordance,  I think,  with  sound 
reason  ; it  is  very  far  from  being  unsupported  by  authority,  and  in  my 
judgment  we  should  adhere  to  it.  After  a very  laborious  search  on  this 

{a)  2 B.  & Ad.  278. 


(&)  4 Taunt.  23. 
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occasion,  and  on  others,  into  all  that  I can  find  on  the  ahtruse  learning 
of  estoppel,  I cannot  satisfy  my  mind  in  stopping  short  of  this  just  prin- 
ciple as  the  sound  deduction  from  the  whole — that  when  a man  by  deed  i 
under  his  seal  affects  to  grant  an  estate  to  another,  in  which  he  has  at 
the  time  no  interest,so  that  nothing  passes,  he  is  estopped  from  denying,  in 
opposition  to  his  deed,  that  the  grantee  took  any  estate  under  it ; and  that 
he  can  not  set  up  his  own  want  of  title  in  the  face  of  his  deed,  by  which 
he  has  expressly  asserted  that  he  had  a title,  whether  such  deed  be  an 
indenture  or  a deed  poll,  and  whether  it  be  a deed  that  would  have 
operated  at  common  law,  or  one  that  could  only  have  effect  under  the 
statute.  I am  aware  of  the  distinctions  between  a feoffment,  which  it  is 
said  operates  by  wrong  as  well  as  rightfully,  in  consequence  of  the 
notorious  transfer  of  possession,  and  those  other  assurances  which  are 
called  rightful  conveyances  only  ; and  in  the  old  authorities,  many  subtle 
arguments  are  built  upon  these  ’distinctions,  as  well  in  reference  to  this 
point  of  esto.ppel,  as  in  other  respects  ; but  the  distinction  is  one  which 
does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  invariably  maintained, even  throughout  the  older 
authorities.  It  has  ceased,  I think,  to  have  any  foundation  in  reason, since 
the  great  changes  which  have  taken  place  in  the  law  of  real  property  ; (a) 
it  seems  to  have  been  but  little  attended  to  in  modern  times,  as  governing 
this  particular  question,  and  has  been  expressly  over-ruled  upon  high 
authority  in  the  case  which  I have  cited.  Sir  James  Mansfield  had 
before  remarked,  in  the  case  of  Goodright  v.  Forester  and  another,  (b) 

“ Our  ancestors  got  into  very  odd  notions  on  these  subjects,  and  were 
induced  by  particular  causes  to  make  estates  grow  out  of  wrongful  acts.(c J 
The  reason  was  the  prodigious  jealousy  which  the  law  always  had,  of  , 
permitting  rights  to  be  transferred  from  one  man  to  another,  lest  the 
poorer  should  be  harassed  by  rights  being  transferred  to  more  powerful 
persons.  Hence  arose  all  the  law  of  maintenance ; which,  if  strictly 
adhered  to,  one  does  not  see  how  a poor  man  could  possibly  at  this  day 
recover  a right.”  I cite  this,  not  from  its  close  application  to  this  ques- 
tion, but  to  shew  in  what  terms  an  eminently  sound  lawyer  felt  himself 
at  liberty  to  speak  of  tbe  distinctions  taken  in  the  old  books  in  favour  of 
estates  acquired  by  wrong.  It  is  plain  that  in  Eight  v.  Bucknell,  no 
importance  was  attached  to  the  distinction ; nor  was  it  noticed  in  the  case 
of  Fairtitle  v.  Gilbert  (d)  though  the  facts  give  the  same  ground  as  here 
for  raising  the  objection,  that  estoppel  applied  only  to  conveyances  at 
common  law.  In  Bowman  v.  Taylor,  (e)  Mr.  Justice  Taunton  observes, 

“ the  law  of  estoppel  is  not  so  unjust,  or  so  absurd,  as  it  has  been  the 
fashion  to  represent  it  to  be  The  principle  of  it  is  this,  viz.,  that  where 
a man  has  entered  into  a solemn  deed  under  his  hand  and  seal  he  shall 
not  be  permitted  afterwards  to  gainsay  or  deny  the  truth  of  any  matter 
stated  substantively  in  that  deed.”  In  Hayne  et  al.  v.  Maltby,  (/)  the 
language  of  Lord  Kenyon  is  equally  strong  and  conclusive  as  applied  to 
deeds  conveying  estates,  and  without  drawing  any  distinction  between 
conveyances  at  common  law,  and  others ; and  so  also  in  Goodtitle  v. 
Morse, (^)  But  it  is  a further  point  to  be  considered  in  this  case,  that 

(a)  3 T.  E.  370 ; 2 Sim.  & Stu.  526  ; 2 B.  & Ad.  278  ; 2 T.  E.  171. 

(b)  1 Taunton,  613.  (c)  3 T.  E.  765,  Bridgman,  547. 

{d)  2 T.  E.  169,  (e)  4 Kev.  & M.  273. 

(f)  6 Ad.  & Ell,  474  ; 3 T.  E.  441,  (g)  3 T.  E.  369. 
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the  deed  to  Wood  is  without  any  express  recital  that  Knapp  was  seised; 
which  it  is  contended  takes  it  out  of  the  authority  of  Bensley  v.  Burden. 
I am  not  of  that  opinion, however, for  though  it  has  been  decided  in  that  and. 
in  other  cases, that  a recital  will  estop,which  had  sometimes  been  denied, on 
the  ground  that  being  introduced  by  a“  whereas,”  it  was  not  a positive  asser- 
tion, yet  it  is  nowhere  held,  nor  would  it  be  sensible,  I think  to  hold  that 
a recital  is  the  only  way  of  making  an  assertion  that  can  estop  the 
grantor.  The  rule,  I take  to  be,  that  where  a man  plainly  and  abso- 
lately  assumes  to  convey  an  estate  when  he  has  none,  he  cannot  be 
allowed  to  maintain  against  his  deed  that  nothing  passed  ; and  it  is  fre- 
quently laid  down  by  the  courts  in  terms  thus  general,  without  alluding  to 
the  necessity  of  any  recital.  In  Bensley  v.  Burden,  without  the  recital 
there  would  have  been  nothing  that  could  be  rested  upon  as  an  assertion 
of  a right  to  convey  any  certain  estate ; the  estoppel  was  therefore  of 
necessity  rested  there  upon  the  recital.  But  in  this  deed  there  is  a 
warranty  which  1 take  to  be  sufficient  to  found  the  estoppel  upon,  though 
not  indispensable  to  it ; (a)  and  there  is  besides,  a covenant  that  the 
grantor  was  seized  in  fee,  and  had  good  right  to  convey,  which  I take  to 
be  an  assertion  of  title,  and  something  even  more  than  that.  When  a 
grantor  covenants  that  he  is  seised,  he  expressly  asserts  that  he  is  seised, 
and  binds  himself  to  the  assertion.  It  is  observable,  that  in  Eight  v. 
Bucknell,  Lord  Tenterden  remarks,  that  the  covenant  for  title  was  in  the 
same  qualified  terms  as  the  recital,  namely,  that  the  grantee  was  legally 
or  equitably  seised  ; by  which  I understand  his  lordship  to  intimate,  that 
a covenant  in  absolute  terms  might  have  estopped  the  party  as  well  as  a 
recital  in  absolute  terms  ; and  I can  see  no  reason  why  it  should  not ; nor 
am  I prepared  to  say,  that  when  a man  by  deed  without  recital  or  cove- 
nant of  any  kind,  assumes  to  convey  an  estate  as  if  he  were  the  absolute 
owner,  he  is  not  estopped  from  saying  that  nothing  passed  by  his  deed. 
The  language  of  many  cases  imports  that  he  is  estopped.  So  far  I have 
treated  the  case  as  if  it  were  Knapp  himself  that  was  defending  against 
his  deed  to  Wood ; but  the  question  is,  whether  his  assignee  also  is 
estopped.  I am  of  opinion  that  he  is,  as  being  privy  in  estate ; that  is, 
claiming  through  him.  All  the  authorities  seem  to  assume  that.  (6)  In 
Taylor  v.  Keedham,(c)  the  court  in  giving  judgment  upon  this  point  of  a 
privy  in  estate  being  barred,  use  this  very  clear  and  emphatic  language : 
“ Exclusive  of  all  dicta,  it  would  be  a very  odd  thing  in  the  law  if  any 
country,  if  A.  could  take  by  any  form  of  conveyance  a greater  or  better 
right  than  he  had  who  conveys  it  to  him.  It  would  be  contrary  to  all 
principle.  But  it  does  not  rest  merely  on  the  general  principle  ; for  if 
you  look  into  all  the  books  upon  estoppel,  you  will  find  it  laid  down,  that 
parties  and  privies  are  estopped  ; and  he  who  takes  an  estate  under  a 
deed,  is  privy  in  estate,  and  therefore  never  can  be  in  a better  situation 
than  he  from  whom  he  takes  it.”  In  Bensley  v.  Burton,  it  was  not  the 
grantor  in  the  first  deed  only  that  was  held  to  be  estopped,  but  his 
assignee,  as  in  this  case.  But  moreover  in  this  case,  so  soon  as  the  patent 
came  to  Knapp,  namely  in  Kov.  1803,  which  was  many  years  before  he 


{a)  3 T.  R.  371. 

(3)  I Salk  276  ; Co.  Lilt.  352.  a ; Com.  Dig.  Estoppel,  B. 
(<;)  2 Taunton,  282. 
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conveyed  by  the  second  deed  to  Phillips,  he  became  seised  of  a perfect 
legal  title ; which  legal  title  instantly  enured  to  Wood,  to  whom  he  had 
conveyed  having  no  title,  and  feeding  the  estoppel : an  estate  in  interest 
then  commenced  in  Wood,  w’ho  was  from  that  time  seised,  as  he  would 
have  been  if  Knapp  had  held  the  patent  when  he  conveyed  to  him;  and 
his  title  no  longer  rested  on  estoppel  only. (a)  This  is  everywhere  stated 
as  the  effect  of  the  grantor  becoming  possessed  of  a title  after  he  has 
made  a conveyance.  The  case  of  Doe  dem.  Chritsmas  v.  Oliver,  (6)  is 
very  clear  and  expresss  on  that  head.  If  it  had  anywhere  appeared  on 
the  face  of  the  deed  to  Wood,  that  Knapp  had  not  yet  received  his  patent, 
and  was  only  pretending  to  assign  the  imperfect  right  which  he  held 
under  his  location,  then  neither  he  nor  his  assignee  would  have  been 
estopped, because  the  truth  would  have  appeared  on  the  deed;  but,  as 
the  case  is,  I am  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  I have  stated,  that  Knapp 
was  estopped  by  his  deed  ; and  becoming  seised  while  so  estopped,  the 
estate  became  an  estate  in  interest, and  enured  to  Wood  as  if  the  patent  had 
been  sealed  before  his  deed  was  made.  And  that  it  may  be  relied  upon 
as  a title  by  a plaintiff  in  ejectment  as  well  as  a title  accruing  in  any  other 
manner,  is  clear.  I have  formed  my  judgment  on  some  points  with  con- 
siderable distrust,  chiefly  from  the  peculiarity  that  the  title  was  in  the 
crown  when  Knapp  first  conveyed  ; but  having  considered  the  several 
points  long  and  carefully,  I am  bound  to  give  the  opinion  which  I really 
entertain.  I regret  much,  that  on  a question  of  such  interest,  the  court 
should  not  be  unanimous  in  their  judgment,  but  that  advantage  cannot 
always  be  obtained.  I am  far  from  being  confident  that  my  brothers  who 
differ  with  me  do  not  take  a more  correct  view,  for  I must  confess  that  it 
seems  to  me  not  easy  to  satisfy  oneself  upon  several  of  the  points 
involved.  The  learning  of  estoppel  is  intricate,  and  the  doctrine  has 
neither  been  consistently  expounded,  nor  does  it  appear  to  be  in  general 
clearly  kept,  in  view  by  the  courts.  I cannot  for  instance  account  for  its 
seeming  to  be  wholly  lost  sight  of  by  the  bar  and  the  court,  in  the  case  of 
Doe  V.  Powell  and  Payne.(c)  It  is  quite  true  that  if  we  could  safely  rest 
upon  the  law  of  estoppel,  as  we  see  it  stated  in  some  authorities,  especially 
those  of  an  old  date,  there  are  several  grounds  upon  which  we  should  be 
warranted  in  holding  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  cannot  be  allowed  to 
recover;  but  when  we  come  to  examine  into  the  points  more  carefully, 
the  conviction  is  forced  upon  us,  that  unless  we  mean  to  depart  from  the 
intelligible  and  reasonable  footing  on  which  estoppel  has  been  rested  in 
later  times,  we  must  abandon  these  apparent  grounds  of  objection,  one 
by  one.  Ko  doubt  it  is  stated  in  various  authorities,  that  estoppel  must 
be  by  indenture,  and  cannot  be  by  deed  poll,  that  the  latter  estops  neither 
the  grantor  nor  grantee — Shepherd’s  Touchstone  does  so  state;  {d)  but 
Mr.  Preston,  in  his  note  upon  this  passage,  doubts  the  correctness  of  this 
doctrine ; and  it  is  quite  clear  that  Lord  Coke,  Ch.  Barons  Gilbert, 
Comyn,  and  many  other  authorities,  deliver  the  law  otherwise  ; and  the 
Court  of  King’s  Bench,  in  Eight  v.  Bucknell,(e)  treat  it  as  unquestionable 
that  a party  may  be  estopped  by  any  indenture  or  deed  pool,  that  is  the 


(a)  6 Mod.  258  ; Pollexfen,  62.  {b)  10  B.  & C.  187. 

{c)  3 Nev.  & Man,  621  ; i Ad.  & Ell.  531,  {d)  Page  53. 

(e)  2 B,  & Ad.  278. 
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I 

I party  who  executes  the  deed,  and  who  speaks  by  the  deed.  I believe 

i I no  other  distinction  can  now  be  maintained  upon  the  authorities  than 

n this,  thatprima  facie  a deed  poll  only  estops  him  whose  deed  itis,  though 

*;  i the  other  party  may  be  estopped  also  by  acceptance  under  it.  Mr. 

! ! Preston,  in  the  page  referred  to,  remarks  that  there  is  a difference 

• I between  an  estoppel  in  evidence  and  an  estoppel  in  point  of  estate,  and 

, he  lays  it  down  that  a deed  poll  cannot  create  an  estoppel  in  point  of 

. estate.  If  he  means  by  this  that  a man  cannot  be  excluded  by  a deed 

poll  from  setting  up  an  estate  contrary  to  his  own  deed,  and  that  such  an 
1 estoppel  may  not  afterwards  commence  to  work  in  interest,  I do  not  see 

j how  that  can  be  reconciled  with  the  language  of  Lord  Tenterden,  in  Right 

i V.  Bucknell,  and  many  other  authorities.  Next,  we  can  find  good 

- authority  for  saying,  that  where  there  is  a particular  recital  of  a fact,  there 

; a deed  will  estop  the  party  executing  it ; and  from  this  it  may  be  con- 

^ tended,  that  the  deed  does  not  estop  unless  when  there  is  such  a recital 

f contained  in  it.  Bub  so  far  is  this  from  being  well  founded,  in  my  opinion 

i that  formerly  the  doubt  was  whether  a recital  could  avail  at  all,  by  reason 
Ij  I of  its  supposed  argumentative  or  inconclusive  nature.  This  doubt  has 
been  long  removed,  but  there  is  no  good  reason  for  running  into  the 
I i other  extreme,  and  holdng  that  there  can  be  no  estoppel  by  a deed  unless 
where  there  is  a recital.  Many  deeds  are  of  that  nature,  that  if  it  were  not 
i for  a particular  recital  contained  in  them,  there  would  be  nothing  alleged 

I in  the  deed,  or  pretended  to  be  done  by  it ; such  a case  was  that  of  Bensley 

I V.  Burden  ; and  other  cases  of  the  same  kind  are  stated  in  Com.  Dig. 

• Estoppel,  A.  2,  in  Bridgman’s  Reports,  544,  and  in  various  other  author- 

I ities ; in  all  which  cases  it  is  plain,  that  the  bo^y  of  the  deed  itself  would 

T not,  without  the  recital,  bind  the  grantor  to  anything  specific.  You  could 

I make  out  nothing  particular  or  precise  for  the  estoppel  to  apply  to  ; and 

of  course  upon  a vague  generality  there  can  be  no  estoppel.  But  when  A. 
as  in  the  case  before  us,  expressly  conveys  to  B.  a certain  estate  which 
he  names,  and  which  he  assumes  to  convey  in  fee  simple,  covenanting 
that  he  owns  it  at  the  time  of  making  the  deed,  and  engaging  to  warrant 
it,  there  is  no  need  of  a recital  to  fix  the  thing  more  certainly.  He  does 
by  his  deed  under  seal  convey  the  specific  land,  to  hold  in  fee,  and 
can  never  be  afterwards  allowed  to  say  that  he  conveyed  nothing  be- 
cause he  had  nothing,  (a)  Then  again  there  are  certainly  authorities  on 
which,  if  they  stood  uncontradicted,  we  might  hold  that  there  could  be 
no  estoppel  by  a deed  operating  under  the  statute  of  uses,  but  only  by  a 
conveyance  at  common  law,  such  as  might,  by  reason  of  the  notorious 
I livery  of  seisin,  pass  an  estate  by  wrong,  if  none  could  pass  rightfully 

* under  the  deed  ; but  that  deeds  which  operate  independently  of  this 

livery  of  seisin,  can  have  no  effect  by  estoppel.  I can  see  neither  reason 
g nor  justice  in  such  a distinction,  though  arguments  may  be  built  upon  it 

partaking  more  of  subtlety  than  of  substance,  considering  the  mode  by 
which  real  property  is  now  held  and  transferred.  Whether  it  would  have 
been  upheld  as  a real  distinction  at  any  period  of  our  law,  may  be  doubted, 

: though  there  is  in  text  writers  no  want  of  dicta  in  support  of  it ; but 

considering  that  there  is  nothing  satisfactory  in  such  a distinction,  it  is 
enough,  I think,  to  say,  that  the  case  of  Bensley  v.  Burden  stands  directly 

{a)  2 T.  R.  171  ; 3 T.  R.  371.  ~ ’ 
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in  the  way  of  it ; because  that  was  the  release  of  a reversion,  which  could 
only  have  been  transferred  at  any  time  by  deed,  and  never  could  have 
passed  by  livery.  And  so  far  is  Eight  v.  Backnell  from  over-ruling  this 
decision,  as  respects  that  supposed  distinction,  that  it  is  quite  as  strong 
an  authority  as  the  other  for  rejecting  it ; for  that  was  also  the  case  of  a 
lease  and  release  operating  under  the  statute ; and  though  the  estoppel 
was  not  allowed  by  the  court,  yet  it  was  neither  asserted  nor  argued 
against  on  any  such  ground  as  that  estoppel  could  not  apply  to  any  but 
rightful  conveyances  (as  they  are  called)  operating  independently  of  the 
statute  of  uses ; on  the  contrary,  that  it  would  have  applied  is  fully  ad- 
mitted, if  there  had  appeared  anywhere  on  the  deed  an  unequivocal,, 
explicit  assertion,  of  a title  to  a certain  specified  estate.  It  was  only  for 
want  of  anything  specific  to  apply  the  estoppel  to  that  it  was  denied. 
Upon  2 T.  E.  171,  Fairtitle  v.  Gilbert,  the  same  observation  arises.  In 
applying  the  principle  to  the  case  before  us,  I have  considered  it  clear, 
that  a title  founded  in  estoppel  may  be  as  well  relied  upon  by  a plaintiff 
in  ejectment,  as  by  a defendant ; after  it  has  been  shewn,  as  in  this  case, 
that  the  tenant  in  possession  claims  under  the  person  who  has  given  the 
first  deed.  And  upon  the  facts  proved,  I am  of  opinion  that  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  case  has  made  a good  title  by  estoppel ; although  first,  the 
deed  under  which  the  estoppel  arises  is  a deed  poll ; secondly,  although 
it  contains  no  regital ; thirdly,  although  it  is  a deed  which  could  only 
have  passed  the  estate  under  the  statute  of  uses ; fourthly,  although  when 
the  deed  was  given,  the  estate  was  still  in  the  crown  ; and  fifthly,  although 
the  grantee  in  the  deed  poll  has  never  had  actual  possession  of  the 
estate.  Upon  the  first  of  these  points,  I think  we  do  not  differ  in  opinion. 
Upon  the  second,  I consider  that  a recital  has  never  been  held  to  be  in- 
dispensable to  an  estoppel,  except  in  those  cases  where  the  operative 
parts  of  the  deed  assure  nothing  specific  and  certain — and  where  conse- 
quently but  for  the  recital,  there  would  have  been  nothing  fixed  and 
defined  to  which  the  estoppel  could  be  applied.  But  where,  as  in  this 
case,  it  is  plain  upon  the  face  of  the  deed,  without  the  aid  of  any  recital, 
what  estate  the  grantor  professed  to  hold  and  to  convey,  and  in  what 
premises,  he  is  estopped  by  his  deed  granting  the  estate  from  denying 
that  such  estate  passed  by  his  deed.  Upon  the  third  point,  I repeat  that 
in  my  opinion  there  is  nothing  reasonable  or  j ust  in  the  supposed  distinc- 
tion, that  estoppel  can  only  apply  to  deeds  which  could  operate  at  com- 
mon law.  I think  that  such  a distinction  is  not  warranted  even  by  the 
older  authorities,  when  applied  to  estates  not  merely  lying  in  grant  though 
applying  for  obvious  reasons  to  estates  such  as  do  lie  only  in  grant — that 
if  it  might  have  seemed  doubtful  before,  still  the  distinction  is  in  terms 
rejected,  in  the  case  of  Bensley  v.  Burden,  by  the  Vice  Chancellor,  whose 
judgment  is  in  no  point  over-ruled  by  Eight  v.  Bucknell,  or  any  later 
authority,  but  confirmed  on  that  point  by  the  latter  case,  as  well  as  sup- 
ported by  other  modern  authorities.  Upon  the  fourth  point,  I have  long 
felt  strong  doubts,  but  I retain  the  opinion  which  this  court  has  expressed 
on  that  point  in  several  other  cases,  that  the  fact  of  the  estate  being  in 
the  crown  when  the  first  deed  was  made,  cannot  prevent  the  doctrine  of 
estoppel  from  applying.  I have  not  been  able  to  discover  any  clear  legal 
principle  on  which  it  can  have  that  effect.  And  as  to  the  reason  and 
justice  of  the  thing,  so  long  as  the  grantor  had  nothing  in  the  land  when 
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he  affected  to  convey  it,  it  can  signify  nothing  who  else  had.  And  it  is 
evident  there  can  be  no  injury  done  to  the  crown  by  giving  effect  to  the 
estoppel ; because  if  the  king  had  retained  the  land  ungranted,  or  had 
granted  it  to  any  other  person  than  Knapp,  no  question  of  estoppel  could 
BOW  arise  under  Knapp’s  deed,  for  want  of  privity  with  hira.  And  finally, 
I do  not  see  that  anything  can  turn  upon  the  fact  that  neither  Wood 
nor  his  assignee  has  ever  taken  actual  possession  under  the  deed  from 
! Knapp.  Where  a man  pretends  to  convey  an  estate  in  which  he  has  no 
i interest,  by  such  a deed  as  will  create  an  estoppel,  I find  it  nowhere  said, 

I that  the  person  receiving  the  conveyance  can  have  no  benefit  from  the 
I estoppel,  unless  he  has  gone  into  possession  under  the  inoperative  deed. 

; Indeed  if  that  were  the  case,  then  if  Knapp  were  in  actual  possession 
i when  he  made  the  deed  to  Wood,  or-had  gone  into  possession  afterwards, 

‘ he  could  maintain  possession  against  Wood,  claiming  under  the  deed 
' which  he  had  given  to  him ; but  it  is  very  certain  he  could  not.  Frcm 
, the  moment  that  Knapp,  in  1800,  made  his  deed  to  Wood,  he  was 
I estopped  from  contending  that  nothing  passed  by  it  ; while  he  was  so 
j estopped,  namely,  in  1803,  letters  patent  issued  to  himself  giving  him  the 
j title  which  he  had  not  when  he  assumed  to  convey  ; that  converted  the 
! title  by  estoppel  into  an  estate  in  interest,  and  from  that  time  Wood 
i became  seised  as  he  would  have  been  if  Knapp  had  received  the  patent 
; before  he  conveyed  to  him.  That  being  so,  no  one  could  derive  the 
estate  by  a subsequent  deed  from  Knapp,  and  Webster  claiming  through 
him  by  subsequent  deed,  is  so  far  in  privity  with  him,  that  he  is  equally 
: bound  by  this  conveyance,  though  there  is  no  actual  privity  of  estate 
! between  them,  because  no  estate  in  fact  could  pass,  (a)  Then  the  cir- 
’ cumstance  of  Wood  or  his  assignee  not  having  gone  into  actual  visible 
possession  of  the  land,  can  be  of  no  account,  because  the  constructive  pos- 
session in  the  eye  of  the  law  has  accompanied  his  title  so  long  as  no  one 
; else  has  been  in  possession  of  the  land  ; he  can  assert  his  right  of  entry 
at  any  distance  of  time,  whenever  it  may  become  necessary  by  the  entry 
of  a person  not  claiming  to  hold  under  him.  There  has  been  no  such 
i length  of  possession  in  any  one  as  to  constitute  a title  under  the  statute 
of  limitations,  and  nothing  short  of  that  can  bar  a party  having  the  legal 
; seisin  of  an  estate  from  bringing  ejectment  to  gain  possession,  Mr.  Starkie 
in  his  Treatise  on  Evidence,  (b)  lays  down  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  thus 
broadly,  as  his  deduction  from  the  text  writers  and  adjudged  cases  : ‘‘So  a 
, grantor  is  estopped  by  his  deed  from  saying  that  he  had  no  interest  in  the 
thing  granted.”  Mr.  Archbold,  in  his  Treatise  on  Pleading,  (c)  does  the 
same.  Sergeant  Williams,  in  his  note  to  2 Saunders,  418  b.,  uses  terms 
as  general  and  as  comprehensive  : “But  when”  he  says  “the  grantor  or 
lessor  has  nothing  in  the  lands  at  the  time  of  the  grant  or  lease,  and 
^ therefore  no  interest  passes  out  of  him  to  the  grantee  or  lessee  by  ih.Q grant 
or  lease,  but  the  title  begins  by  the  estoppel  which  the  deed  creates 
between  the  parties,  such  estoppel  runs  with  the  land  into  whose  hands 
soever  it  comes,  whether  heir  or  assignee.  ” Nothing  is  said  here  about 
! recitals,  or  covenants,  nor  any  distinction  taken  as  to  conveyances  that 
operate  under  the  statute  of  uses.  And  they  are  well  warranted  in  my 
opinion,  by  the  oldest  and  best  authorities,  in  laying  down  the  principle 
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in  terms  thus  general;  (a)  and  not  less  clearly  warranted  by  judicial 
authority  of  the  greatest  weight  in  more  modern  times.  In  Fairtitle  v.  , 
Gilbert,  {h)  Mr.  Justice  Ashhurst,  said,  “In  general,  the  party  granting  is 
estopped  by  his  deed  to  say  he  had  no  interest and  the  other  judges 
concurred.  Here  is  no  exception  of  conveyances  operating  only  at 
common  law,  nor  anything  said  about  recitals  or  covenants,  (c)  The  case 
in  which  this  language  was  used  was  of  a mortgage  given  by  trustees  of  j 
certain  toil-  houses  and  gates,  which,  by  the  statute  regulating  the  trust,  „ 
they  had  no  power  to  mortgage,  but  only  the  tolls  ; and  the  court  it  is  i 
clear  would  have  held  them  estopped  by  their  deed,  without  any  discus-  i- 
sion  about  the  description  of  conveyance,  or  anything  said  about  recitals, 
if  it  were  not  that  the  statute  which  the  court  were  bound  to  notice,  was  : 
binding  on  them  in  their  public  capacity,  and  binding  on  the  court.  In  j 
Oldham  v.  Langmead,  cited  in  3 T.  E.  439,  Lord  Kenyon  would  not  1 
permit  a patentee  of  a new  invention,  who  had  assigned  his  patent  by  j 
deed,  to  shew  against  his  own  deed  that  it  was  not  a new  invention.  And 
in  Hayne  v.  Maltby,  {d)  Lord  Kenyon,  adverting  to  his  decision  in  the  | 
former  case,  says,  “ In  Oldham  v.  Langmead,  the  patentee  had  conveyed  I 
his  interest  in  the  patent  to  the  plaintiff,  and  yet  in  violation  of  his  con-  .1 
tract,  he  afterwards  infringed  on  the  plaintiff’s  right,  and  then  attempted  i 
to  deny  his  having  had  any  title  to  convey.  But  I was  of  opinion  that  i 
he  was  estopped  by  his  own  deed  from  making  that  defence,  ” And  in 
thesamecase.  Lord  Kenyon  stating  the  doctrine  of  estoppel,  says,  “Where  J 
an  heir  apparent  having  only  the  hope  of  succession,  conveys  during  the  | 
life  of  his  ancestor,  an  estate  which  afterwards  descends  upon  him,  i 
although  nothing  passes  at  that  time,  yet  when  the  inheritance  descends  i 
upon  him,  he  is  estopped  to  say  that  he  had  no  interest  at  the  time  of  ;i} 
the  grant ; there  an  estoppel  is  founded  on  law,  conscience  and  justice.  ” ; J 
Nothing  is  said  here  of  recitals,  or  of  statutory  conveyances.  There  can  ; i 
be  nothing  more  analogous  in  principle  than  this  is  to  the  case  before  us  ; |i 
the  heir  having  hope  of  succession,  is  like  the  nominee  of  the  crown  jij|i 
having  the  promise  of  a patent;  and  the  latter,  in  making  an  assignment  i- 
before  he  got  his  patent,  has  only  done  what  the  crown  and  the  legisla- 
ture  have  admitted  he  might  do  without  impropriety,  so  far  at  least  as  to  j » 
give  an  equitable  right  to  the  land.  The  heir,  in  conveying  while  his  ' f 
ancestor  is  living,  does  an  act  much  more  out  of  the  ordinary  course,  and  | ;i 
yet  Lord  Kenyon  says  that  the  estoppel  is  founded  on  law,  conscience  and  ■ i 
justice,  and  without  any  distinction  as  to  the  form  of  assurance.(e)  Con-  : i 
science  and  justice  certainly  would  be  but  ill  attended  to  if  the  court,  acknow- 
lodging  such  a principle,  were  to  refuse  to  carry  it  into  effect,  in  consequence  j j 
of  subtle  distinctions  between  rightful  and  wrongful  conveyances,  giving  ; 
the  preference  to  the  latter  upon  grounds  which  it  is  manifest  are  in  the  ' 
present  day  little  attended  to.  In  Goodtitle  v.  Morse(/),  Lord  Kenyon 
settles  the  distinction  between  copyhold  and  freehold  estates  as  regards 
estoppel ; recognizing  the  reason  given  by  Lord  Hardwick,  why  estoppel  * 
cannot  apply  in  the  case  of  surrender  of  a copyhold,  namely,  that  “ in  “ 

{a)  Co.  Litt.  47  (b) ; Eoll.  Ab.  868,  871  ; 2 Mod.  115  ; 6 Mod.  258;  Lord 
Eaym.  729,  1550  ; Salk.  276. 

(b)  2 T.  E.  171.  (c)  2 B,&P.  219. 

(e)  3 T.  E.  765  ; Dixon’s  Title  Deeds,  522. 


(d)  3 T.  E.  441. 
(V)  3 T.  E.  369. 
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order  to  pass  an  estate  by  surrender,  tbe  estate  must  pass  into  the  hands 
of  the  lord  through  which  it  must  be  taken.  A fine  differs  from  the  case 
of  a surrender,  for  that  will  be  good  against  the  heir  by  estoppel,  although 
it  passes  no  estate  at  all;  (and  so  he  might  have  said  will  a conveyance 
by  deed;  but  if  a surrender  be  not  good,  there  will  be  no  estoppel,  and 
no  estate  can  pass  into  the  hands  of  the  lord.”  But  in  the  same  case, 
upon  the  general  doctrine  of  estoppel,  Lord  Kenyon  expresses  himself 
thus:  “Generally  speaking,  in  point  of  reason  it  should  seem  that  where 
a person  mahes  a conveyance,  all  those  who  derive  title  through  him 
should  be  bound  by  it.”  Tf  this  had  been  a freehold  estate  of  inheritance, 
instead  of  a copy  hold,  and  the  heir  at  law  before  the  estate  came  to  him 
had  confessed  a judgment  which  had  been  properly  docketed,  and  the 
estate  had  afterwards  descended  on  him,  the  estate  would  have  been 
bound  by  it  in  equity.  Then  it  seems  harsh  in  point  of  reason,  that  the 
heir  at  law  should  derive  title  through  his  ancestor,  to  an  estate  which 
the  ancestor  himself  could  not  have  claimed.”  “But  this  difference,” 
(his  lordship  says)  “depends  upon  the  doctrine  of  estoppel;  and  the  cas^s 
which  are  to  be  found  on  this  subject,  are  not  easily  to  be  reconciled.” 
Lord  Kenyon  then  proceeds  to  cite  several  passages  from  Co.  Litt, 
which  lay  it  down  that  the  estoppel  will  not  be  binding  upon  the  privies 
in  estate  unless  there  be  a clause  of  warranty  in  the  deed  by  which  the 
grantor  is  estopped;  and  questioning  the  soundness  of  this  doctrine,  his 
lordship  says  that  Lord  Coke  “refers  to  some  cases  in  the  year  books; 
one  of  which  is  in  point,  but  the  others  are  irrelevant;”  and  he  adds, 
“But  in  answer  to  this,  there  are  many  cases  to  be  found  in  the  books 
from  whence  we  may  collect  that  the  courts  of  law  have  thought  that  a 
conveyance  without  warranty  will  equally  opemte  as  an  estoppel,  and  that 
when  the  ancestor  is  estopped,  the  heir  shall  also  be  estopped.  Such  are 
the  eases  in  Sir  W.  Jones,  459;  6 Mod.  258.  In  the  former  it  was  said 
that  estoppel  in  fait,  and  by  record,  by  fine  or  recovery,  shall  bind  not 
only  the  party  to  the  estoppel,  hut  also  all  privies  who  claim  under  him; 
but  if  the  heir  do  not  claim  as  privy,  but  by  his  own  purchase,  or  from 
another  ancestor,  he  shall  not  be  bound;  and  to  be  sure  this  distinction 
is  obvious  enough.  And  in  the  latter  of  them  it  was  held,  that  if  a man 
make  a lease  by  indenture,  of  land  which  is  not  his,  and  after  purchases 
it,  that  lease  shall  bind  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns;  and  an  estoppel  that 
affects  the  interest  of  land  shall  run  with  it  to  whoever  takes  it.”  These 
are,  it  strikes  me,  very  clear  and  decisive  modern  authorities,  supporting 
the  doctrine  of  estoppel  on  the  broad  ' ground  on  which  it  is  rested  by 
Sergeant  Williams,  in  his  note  to  Saunders,  which  I have  cited;  and  they 
are  in  the  language  of  a very  learned  judge,  who  is  least  to  be  charged 
with  a disposition  to  innovate,  by  departing  arbitrarily  from  common  law 
maxims.  Then  when  we  come  down  to  still  later  times,  Bensley  v. 
Burden  was  a case  in  which,  from  the  nature  of  the  interest  intended  to 
be  conveyed,  the  deed  in  its  granting  part  only,  if  there  had  been  no 
recital,  would  not  have  shewn  what  particular  estate,  as  to  its  commence- 
ment and  duration,  the  grantor  professed  to  convey,  and  in  what  premises; 
there  would  therefore,  without  the  recital,  have  been  nothing  particular 
and  certain  in  respect  to  which  the  estoppel  could  work.  But  inasmuch 
as  there  was  in  the  deed  a recital  explaining  what  estate  the  grantor 
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pretended  to  pass  by  it,  he  and  his  assignee  were  held  by  the  Vice  Chan-  M 
cellor  to  be  estopped  from  denying  that  an  estate  passed  by  the  grant;  fl 
although  the  conveyance  was  one  which  would  clearly  have  operated  only  * 
by  the  statute  of  uses;  and  although  that  distinction  was  relied  upon  in  ^ 
argument  as  preventing  an  estoppel.  This  decision  of  the  Vice  Chan-  b 
celior,  (a)  was  upheld  on  review  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  stands  to  ■ • 
this  time  unshaken  by  any  case  that  I have  seen.  Then  came  the  case  % 
of  Eight  V.  Bucknell;  (b)  and  in  that  casethe  deed,  from  the  nature  of  the  ■; 
interest  to  be  conveyed,  namely,  not  the  land  itself,  but  a supposed  interest  * 
in  it,  which  the  grantor  held  only  under  a contract  to  purchase,  was  not  ! 
that  assurance  of  something  specific  which  is  necessary  to  work  an  estoppel  ' i 
by  any  form  of  conveyance.  The  grantor  ,did  not  declare  that  he  owned  ‘ 
the  fee,  or  owned  any  legal  interest  in  the  land,  nor  did  he  leave  it  to  be  . 
inferred  that  he  did;  for  he  expressly  stated  in  two  parts  of  his  deed, 
namely,  in  recitals  and  his  covenant,  not  that  he  was  legally  seised, 
but  that  he  was  legally  or  equitably  seised.  To  distort  that  into  an  asser- 
tion under  his  seal  that  he  was  seized  of  a legal  estate,  must  have 
appeared  impossible  at  any  period  of  our  law.  It  would  be  to  hold  a man 
precluded  from  denying  what  he  never  had  asserted.  When  the  case  of 
Bensley  v.  Burden  was  cited  to  the  court  as  authority  for  holding  the 
grantor  in  this  case  estopped,  Lord  Tenterden  does  not  say  that  there  can 
be  no  estoppel  in  a conveyance  operating  only  under  the  statute  of  uses, 
and  that  the  Chancellor  had  given  a wrong  judgment;  on  the  contrary, 
he  studiously  avoids  the  appearance  of  over-ruling  it;  he  grounds  his 
decision  on  the  difference  between  the  two  cases;  there  he  says  the  recital 
and  the  granting  part  of  the  deed,  taken  together,  shewed  that  the  grantor 
affected  to  convey  a certain  specified  legal  interest  in  certain  premises; 
there  was  therefore  something  fixed  in  respect  to  which  he  could  be 
estopped,  and  he  was  held  to  be  estopped.  Here,  on  the  contrary,  the 
recital  and  the  covenant,  and  the  granting  part,  ail  together  shew,  on  the 
face  of  it,  that  the  grantor  did  not  positively  undertake  for  anything 
more  than  an  equitable  interest,  and  that  equitable  interest  the  deed  did 
convey.  Upon  this  distinction  the  case  went,  the  certainty  in  the  one 
case,  the  want  of  certainty  in  the  other,  leading  to  the  different  judg- 
ments pronounced.  There  are  to  be  sure  some  apparent  inconsistencies 
in  the  judgment  of  Lord  Tenterden,  as  reported,  but  it  is  clear  to  me, 
from  the  whole  strain  of  his  judgment,  that  if  it  could  have  been  said  in 
Eight  V.  Bucknell,  as  in  Bensley  v.  Burden,  that  the  grantor  had  affected 
to  convey  a certain  legal  interest  in  certain  premises,  he  would  have  been 
held  to  be  estopped,  without  any  attention  to  the  particular  form  of 
assurance;  and  simply  upon  the  ground  of  his  being  concluded  by  his 
own  solemn  act  under  seal.  Then  in  my  opinion  the  case  pending 
before  us  comes  clearly  within  the  authority  of  all  these  cases;  for  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  Knapp  conveyed  to  W ood  by  deed  a defined  legal 
interest,  namely,  a fee  simple  estate  in  certain  lands  described  in  such  a 
way  as  designated  them  clearly.  Upon  the  face  of  the  deed,  if  it  con- 
tained neither  covenant  nor  warranty,  there  could  be  no  doubt  what  it 
was  that  the  grantor  undertook  to  convey  by  this  deed.  It  needs  no 


{a)  2 Sim.  & St.  5. 


(b)  2 B.&Ad.  278. 
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’ inference  nor  intendment,  it  is  set  down  in  the  granting  part  of  the  deed, 
in  words  too  plain  to  be  mistaken  ; for  it  was  the  land  itself,  and  not  any 
contingent  or  reversionary  interest,  that  the  party  professed  to  convey, 
such  as  might  call  for  a recital  to  explain  it.  Then  upon  such  a deed  I 
hold  that  no  recital  can  he  necessary  (a.),  and  that  no  authority,  ancient 
or  modern,  can  be  produced,  for  showing  that  it  is.  There  have  been 
many  cases  where  the  deed,  stripped  of  a recital,  would  not  shew  in  cer- 
tainty what  was  intended  to  be  conveyed ; and  in  such  cases  the  recital ; 
when  it  was  in  vague  and  too  general  terms,  has  failed  to  supply  the 
defect,  and  so  upon  the  whole  deed  the  difficulty  has  not  been  surmounted, 
though  if  there  had  been  a certain  and  specific  recital,  it  would  have 
been.  That  I take  to  be  the  whole  extent  of  what  is  said  in  the  books 
regarding  recitals ; not  that  a deed  without  any  recital,  but  otherwise 
plain,  will  not  estop  a party.  But  further,  there  is  in  this  case  what  to 
me  appears  fully  equivalent  to  any  recital,  namely  the  express  covenant 
of  the  grantor  that  he  was  seised  in  fee,  and  had  good  right  to  convey. 
In  Eight  V.  Biicknell,  the  fact  that  the  terms  of  the  covenant  were  as 
equivocal  as  the  recital,*is  twice  adverted  to,  from  whence  I conceive  that 
if  there  had  been  a covenant  for  title  in  the  usual  precise  and  positive 
: terms,  extending  to  a certain  specified  estate  and  premises,  and  no 
I recital  to  the  contrary,  the  court  would  have  held  the  deed  positive  and 
' specific  enough  ; as  I also  think  they  would,  for  the  purpose  of  estoppel, 
if  there  had  been  neither  covenant  nor  recital,  provided  the  deed  professed 
to  convey  absolutely  a certain  interest  in  certain  premises.  But  suppos- 
ing it  to  be  necessary  that  a grantor  should  somewhere  in  his  deed 
expressly  affirm  that  he  has  a good  right  to  convey,  and  that  his  simply 
conveying  by  deed  a certain  estate  will  not  estop  him  without  such 
express  assertion  of  title,  then  I think  that  the  covenant  which  this  deed 
does  contain,  that  the  grantor  was  seized  and  had  good  right  to  convey/ 
does  constitute  that  assertion  as  directly  and  as  expressly  as  a recital 
could  do.  It  is  argued  that  it  does  not ; but  I have  found  no  authority 
for  holding  that  opinion,  and  I am  unable  to  understand  how  it  can  be 
regarded  as  less  positive.  If  I say  to  a person  whereas  that  land  is  mine, 

I do  not  (to  say  the  most  for  it)  speak  more  positively  than  when  I say  I 
covenant,  promise,  grant,  and  agree  that  that  land  is  mine.  When  I 
covenant  that  I am  seised  in  fee,  and  have  good  right  to  convey,  I say  in 
other  words,  I am  seised  in  fee  and  have  good  right  to  convey,  and  to 
that  I engage  myself.'*  To  hold  that  a covenant  is  less  positive  than  a 
mere  declaration,  seems  to  me  like  holding  that  a man’s  oath  is  a less 
positive  mode  of  assertion  than  his  mere  word,  because  he  adds  to  it  the 
words  “ So  help  me  God.”  When  a man  grants  and  agrees  that  he  is 
seised  in  fee  I do  not  see  how  we  can  deny  that  he  admits  himself  by 
that  form  of  words  to  be  seised  in  fee ; and  the  very  ground  of  the 
estoppel  is,  that  his  admission  of  a fact  under  seal  is  conclusive  upon 
him.  It  cannot  be  less  an  assertion  because  it  is  also  a covenant.  I 
- have  already  noticed  the  objection  that  there  is  not  here  such  a mutuality 
of  estoppel  as  is  necessary.  The  principle  referred  to  is  I think  misapplied. 
For  an  instance  of  its  true  meaning,  I refer  to  Jarvis  v.  Landen,  Cro.  Eliz., 


{a.)  Co.  Litt.  352,  (b) ; T.  Jones,  170;  Skinner,  10;  T.  Eay,  436  ; 
4 Ins.  Ill  ; Com.  Dig.  Estoppel,  E.  4 ; Bridgman,  544  ; Comb.  192. 
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where  it  is  said  “ If  cue  taketh  a lease  of  his  own  land  of  an  infant,  or 
feme  covert  by  indenture,  this  is  no  estoppel ; for  in  estoppels  both 
parties  are  estopped,  which  the  infant  and  feme  covert  are  not.”  It  is 
required  that  both  parties  meet  on  equal  terms  in  the  contract  out  of 
which  the  estoppel  arises,  which  they  do  not  where  one  by  reason  of  his 
inability  to  contract  can  evade  it  on  this  part  as  to  anything  that  may  be 
incumbent  upon  him.  But  to  suppose  this  condition  of  reciprocity  to 
mean  that  there  can  be  nothing  that  will  estop  on  the  one  side  unless 
there  be  also  something  in  regard  to  which  the  other  side  is  estopped,  is 
opposed  to  what  we  meet  with  everywhere  on  the  subject  of  estoppel. 
Upon  such  a principle  a deed  poll  would  be  no  estoppel,  but  it  is  clear 
that  a deed  poll  does  estop  the  grantor  or  lessor,  though  it  does  not  estop 
the  grantee  or  lessee ; because  there  is  nothing  said  by  him,  and  nothing 
in  regard  to  which  a question  of  estoppel  can  arise.  When  a grantee  by 
deed  poll  accepts  the  deed  and  takes  the  estate,  he  is  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  estoppel  upon  the  grantor ; and  if  the  latter,  after  making 
the  deed,  should  retain  possession,  or  after  giving  it  up  should  re-enter, 
surely  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  estoppel  by  his  deed  can  be  urged 
against  him;  though  there  is  nothing  in  the  deed  estopping  the  other.  Then 
if  this  be  so,  there  remain  but  these  considerations  that  the  estoppel  is 
here  urged  not  against  the  grantor  but  against  his  assignee,  but  he  clearly 
is  bound,  as  privy  in  estate  (a.)  and  next  that  it  is  not  the  grantee  in  the 
deed  that  sets  up  the  estoppel,  but  the  assignee  (not  immediate  but)  after 
several  assignments.  As  to  the  effect  of  all  these  assignments,  if  Knappfwhen 
he  conveyed  to  Wood  in  1800,  had  been  really  seised  in  fee  as  he  professed 
to  be,  then  his  deed  to  Wood  would  have  carried  the  estate,  and  the  land 
being  vacant,  as  it  was  proved  to  be,  the  seisin  would  follow  the  deed,  and 
W ood  would  have  been  seised  of  an  estate  in  fee-simple  in  possession,  and 
competent  to  convey,  as  much  as  if  he  had  lived  upon  the  land.  While 
he  continued  so  seised,  and  while  Knapp  was  concluded  from  denying  that 
Wood  had  taken  the  estate  from  him,  the  patent  came  to  Knapp,  giving 
him  the  title  which  before  he  had  not  (&.),  and  then  Wood  some  years 
afterwards  conveyed.  If  in  point  of  fact  Wood  had  been  at  the  time  of  his 
conveying  disseised  by  the  wrongful  entry  of  another,  then  his  conveyance 
would  not  have  passed  the  estate ; being  the  deed  of  a person  out  of  pos- 
session, it  would  have  been  void  under  the  Statute  of  Maintenance,  and 
indeed  at  common  law  ; but  no  person  at  the  time  being  in  possession,  the 
seisin  followed  the  title,  which  Knapp  and  his  assignee  are  estopped  from 
denying  passed  under  his  deed ; and  that  any  one  claiming,  that  is,  endea- 
vouring to  make  title,  under  Wood,  may  claim  as  against  Knapp  and  his 
assigns  the  benefit  of  the  estoppel,  I think  cannot  be  questioned  (e.) 

Macaulay,  J. — It  appears  that  in  1800,  the  king  was  seised  of  the 
estate,  and  consequently  that  Knapp  had  no  legal  interest  therein  at  the 
time  he  executed  the  deed  to  Wood.  He  was  not  even  in  the  naked 
occupation.  The  deed  to  Wood  though  a deed  poll,  might,  according  to 

(a,)  Poliexfen,  61 ; Sir  W.  Jones,  460  ; Co.  Litt.,  352,  (a.)  ; Com.  Dig 
Estoppel,  B. 

(5.)  See  the  deed  under  which  Irvine  claims. 

(6*.)  Com.  Dig.  Estoppel,  Str.  818 ; 4 Co.,  53  ; Boll.  Ab.,  868,  line  2; 
2 Mod.,  115;  Ld.  Eaym.  1550  ; 6 Mod.,  258  ; Co.  Litt.,  352  ; Co.  Litt., 
47  (b.),  note  107 ; 5 Kev.  & Manning,  675  (note)  ; Mon.,  419 ; Chamber’s 
Land.  & Ten.,  561. 
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! the  decisions  of  this  court,  operate  as  a bargain  and  sale  under  the  Pro- 
vincial Act  37  Geo.  III.  c,  8,  though  not  indented  or  enrolled,  and  might 
so  operate  by  relation,  though  not  registered  within  six  months  next  after 
its  execution,  so  as  to  over-reach  by  retrospective  effect  intermediate 
conveyances,  though  previously  registered  as  in  this  case;  neither  would 
j it  be  void  as  against  a later  deed  previously  registered  under  the  35  Geo. 
j III,  c.  5,  there  being  no  previous  registration  to  render  it  incumbent  under 
the  act.  Knapp  being  out  of  possession,  and  not  seised  of  any  estate  or 
j'  interest  in  1800,  nothing  passed  by  his  deed  to  Wood,  treated  as  a 
bargain  and  sale,  and  it  would  not  operate  as  a conveyance  of  any  other 
kind.  There  is  nothing  therefore  to  prevent  the  application,  of  the  doc- 
■ trine  of  estoppel  on  the  ground  that  any  estate  or  interest  passed  by  the 
; deed.  But  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale  under  the  statute  of  uses,  does  not 
' ex  vi  termini  operate  as  an  estoppel,  {a)  It  is  said  statuory  assurances 
do  not  work  by  estoppel,  which  is  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law. (6)  If 
} therefore  treated  as  a mere  bargain  and  sale,  it  would  not  operate  by 
estoppel  as  such.  The  deed  from  Knapp  to  Wood  was  not  an  indenture, 
i consequently  no  rules  exclusively  applicable  to  indentures  can  avail.  It 
I contains  no  recital,  wherefore  no  estoppel  arises  by  reason  of  any  specific 
allegation  of  seisin,  &c.  by  a recital  thereof.  It  depends  then  (if  an 
I estoppel  at  all)  entirely  on  the  effect  of  the  covenants  for  title  or  warranty. 
I Knapp  not  being  seised  of  any  estate  in  1800,  could  not  sell  or  raise  any 
I use  % his  deed  to  Wood,  to  which  the  statute  of  uses  could  apply  to 

I transfer  any  seisin  j there  was  no  livery  or  entry  ; and  as  a conveyance,  it 
was  altogether  void,  if  not  illegal,  as  the  sale  of  a pretended  right.  It 
conferred  no  interest  on  Wood,  neither  by  way  of  vested  interest,  con- 
structive possession,  or  right  of  entry  ; and  if  void  as  a conveyance,  the 
covenants,  which  must  have  been  broken  immediately,  could  not  be  more 
than  personal  covenants ; they  could  not  operate  as  real  covenants,  no 
interest  in  the  land  passing.  The  warranty  contained  in  the  deed  would 
j not,  under  the  circumstances,  be  more  than  a covenant  of  the  like  kind. 
Estoppels  should  be  mutual,  and  had  Wood  acquired  a good  title  from 
some  other  quarter,  and  been  called  upon  to  assign  dower  to  Knapp’s 
widow,  or  to  meet  the  demands  of  judgment  or  execution  creditors  of 
Knapp  in  1800,  or  any  other  claim  founded  on  an  alleged  seisin  or 
interest  in  Knapp,  I do  not  see  that  he  would  be  concluded  from  shew- 
i ing  that  Knapp  had  no  interest,  merely  by  accepting  a deed  poll,  totally 
inoperative  in  law.  He  certainly  as  it  was  could  have  sued  Knapp  on  the 
covenant,  and  have  assigned  as  a breach  thereof  the  want  of  any  estate  or 
seisin and  if  so,  he  could  not  be  estopped  by  the  deed  from  denying 
Knapp’s  title.  Then  if  Knapp  was  estopped.  Wood  might  in  the  first 
place  bring  an  ejectment  against  him  on  the  estoppel,  and  turn  him  out 
of  possession,  and  then  sue  him  in  covenant  for  want  of  title,  and  recover 
1 back  the  purchase  money,  though  he  retained  the  possession.  (See 
McKinnan  v.  Burrows,  McLeod  and  Truax,  &c.,  in  this  court.)  But  this 
is  not  an  action  between  Wood  and  Knapp,  but  between  the  assignees  of 
Wood,  and  the  assignees  of  Knapp.  The  patent  issued  to  Knapp  in 
1803,  before  any  other  deed  had  been  made,  and  if  the  doctrine  of 


(a)  Eight  V.  Bucknell,  2 B.  & Adol.  278. 

(b)  Cornish  on  Uses, 179;  Cro.  El.  401;  Eitzgibbon  236-7;  Freeman, 475. 
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estoppel  then  prevailed  between  Knapp  and  Wood,  and  if  when  Knapp* 
received  the  good  title  it  fed  the  estoppel,  so  as  to  convert  Wood’s  previousB 
title  by  estoppel  into  a title  in  interest ; if  in  short  the  statute  of  uses^ 
operated  upon  the  seisin  acquired  in  1803,  and  transferred  the  possession!^ 
of  the  estate  in  fee  received  by  Knapp  under  the  patent  to  the  use,'-' 
bargained  and  sold  in  1800,  then  of  course  Wood  stood  seised  in  fee,  andb 
could  convey  to  McLean  and  McMillan,  &c.,  and  Knapp  could  not  convey/ 
to  Phillips.  I however  take  it  to  be  a clear  rule,  touching  the  statute  of  , 
uses,  that  to  enable  it  to  operate  in  favour  of  Wood,  it  was  essential  that 
Knapp  should  have  been  seised  in  1800  of  an  estate  co-extensive  with  ■; 
anj’'  use  he  attempted  to  raise  or  sell,  and  that  the  statute  will  not  operate 
on  a seisin  afterwards  acquired.  Certain  common  law  conveyances,  as  a 
grant,  release,  &c.,  operated  only  on  the  right  the  party  had  ; so  under  the 
statute  of  uses,  a bargain  and  sale  can  only  operate,  and  must  therefore 
be  supposed  to  be  executed  on  the  understanding  (unless  otherwise  ' 
expressed)  that  it  was  intended  to  transfer  only  the  estate  of  which  the  bar- 
gainor stood  presently  seised.  I do  not  think,  therefore,  that  the  deed  of 
1800,  as  a conveyance,  operated  by  estoppel ; nor,  as  said  by  Bailey,  J. 
in  Doe  Christmas  v.  Oliver,  (a)  that  in  1803  it  operated  upon  the  estate 
then  acquired  by  Knapp,  to  convert  a previous  estoppel  into  a title  in 
interest  in  Wood.  If  it  did,  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover;  if  it 
did  not,  then  I think  the  case  fails,  both  on  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  and  .. 
the  statute  of  limitations.  First,  on  the  doctrine  of  estoppel ; Wood 
having  no  estate,  interest  or  possession,  in  1816,  could  impart  none,  and 
McLean  and  McMillan  could  acquire  none  merely  b}’’  virtue  of  his  deed; 
and  acquiring  nothing  in  interest  or  possession,  they  could  not  in  1817 
transfer  anything  to  Bowman  and  Smith,  on  whose  demise  this  action  is 
rested,  no  assignment  to  Irvine  being  proved.  It  is  clear  Wood  could  not 
convey  the  estate,  if  he  had  no  estate  to  convey ; and  I do  not  think  he 
could  assign  an  estoppel  if  it  existed.  He  could  not  assign  a right  of 
entry,  and  a fortiori  could  not  assign  an  estoppel  which  includes  no  right 
at  all ; and  I do  not  find  that  an  ejectment  can  be  sustained ‘upon  a 
chain  or  series  of  estoppels.  If  it  could  be  do)ie,  what  would  become  of 
the  law  of  maintenance,  and  the  statute  32  Hen.  VIII.  c.  9,  respecting 
the  sales  of  pretended  rights.  The  only  parts  of  the  deed  of  1800,  that 
could  amount  to  an  estoppel,  are  the  covenants.  How  these  covenants 
were  broken  by  Knapp,  in  1800,  and  a right  of  action  vested  then  in 
Wood,  and  which  right  of  action,  had  he  died  in  1801,  would  have  gone 
to  his  executors,  and  not  descended  to  his  heir  ; there  being  no  continuing 
breach,  for  want  of  possession  or  interest  in  the  land  to  which  the 
covenants  could  attach,  so  as  to  run  with  the  land  and  go  to  the  heir 
as  inheriting  the  land.  The  case  of  Kingdon  v.  Kottle,  (6)  I think 
shews  this  so.  If  no  estate  passed  the  covenants  could  not  run  with  the 
land  to  Wood’s  assignees.  He  could  not  assign  the  covenants,  treated  as 
covenants  in  gross,  or  mere  personal  covenants ; and  indeed  does  not 
profess  to  have  assigned  them,  otherwise  than  as  they  would  in  law  be 
inferred,  or  run  with  the  land  and  go  to  the  assignees  of  the  estate;  which 
they  could  not  do,  no  estate  passing.  A party  entitled  only  by  estoppel, 
eannot,  I apprehend,  before  obtaining  possession,  assign  the  covenants  so 


{a)  10  B.  &C.  181. 


(h)  1 M,  & S.  355  ; 4 M.  & S.  53. 
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as  to  create  an  assignee  by  estoppel  entitled  to  their  benefit.  In  this  case 
Bowman  and  Smith  could  not,  as  assignees  of  Wood,  sue  Knapp,  on  his 
covenants  with  Wood  for  breach  of  covenant.  They  could  not  declare 
upon  or  prove  any  seisin  or  estate  in  the  land  with  which  alone  the 
covenants  could  have  run  to  them.  As  far  as  Knapp  is  bound  by  estoppel 
as  against  Wood,  it  is  probable  the  defendant,  as  holding  under  him, 
would  be  also  bound  as  against  the  same  party ; but  if  an  estoppel 
existed  in  1800,  which  was  fed  by  the  estate  in  1803,  and  then  converted 
into  an  interest,  of  course  it  is  immaterial  how  far  the  assignees  of  Knapp 
would  be  bound  by  estoppel.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  would  no  longer 
be  the  test ; it  would  have  been  superseded  by  a vested  interest  in  the 
estate  feeding  the  estoppel.  If  Knapp  had  never  acquired  any  right,it  would 
then  remain  material  ;but  if  the  estate  was  in  Wood,  in  1803,  and  not  in 
Knapp,  he  of  course  could  not  assign  it  to  Phillips.  If  the  estate  were 
hot  in  Wood,  but  remained  in  Knapp,  so  that  in  1824  he  could  and  did 
transfer  it  to  Phillips,  then  (whatever  Wood  could  do)  Wood’s  assignees 
do  not  seem  entitled  to  prevail,  relying  upon  their  being  assignees  ; as 
parties  only  entitled  by  estoppel,  and  such  estoppel  consisting  of  covenants 
for  title  in  a deed  poll  of  bargain  and  sale,  (by  a party  not  in  possession,  or 
seised  of  any  legal  estate  or  interest,)  under  which  no  interest  passed,  and 
under  which  no  possession  was  ever  received,  taken  or  enjoyed  by  Wood 
than  claiming  under  him.  Pirst,  I do  not  think  the  deed  in  question 
per  se  and  ex  vi  termini  as  conveyance  operated  by  estoppel,  or  that 
the  covenants  therein  so  operated  as  to  be  available  to  the  present  lessors 
of  the  plaintiff.  Secondly,  I do  not  think  the  estate  acquired  by  Knapp 
under  the  patent  in  1803  was  by  any  legal  construction  transmitted  or 
passed  to  Wood  by  virtue  of  any  binding  effect  by  way  of  estoppel,  which 
the  deed  of  1800  would  have  had  as  between  him  and  Knapp.  Thirdly, 
that  the  estate  vested  in  Knapp  in  1803,  and  that  he  remained  seised  till 
1824,  when  he  eonveyed  to  Phillips.  Fourthly,  that  Phillips  became 
seised  in  1824,  and  that  the  defendant,  under  him,  has  a valid  legal  title. 
Fifthly,  that  the  deeds  under  which  Bowman  and  Smith  claim,  cannot 
over-reach  the  defendant’s  title,  or  estop  him  from  shewing  the  truth.  It 
seems  to  me  the  case  is  also  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  [a)  which 
enacted  that  after  the  1st  July,  1834,  no  person  should  make  entry  or 
bring  an  action  to  recover  any  land  but  within  twenty  years  next  after 
the  time  at  which  the  right  to  make  entry  or  to  bring  such  action  should 
have  first  accrued  to  some  person  through  whom  he  claimed,  or  if  such 
right  should  not  have  accrued  to  any  person  through  whom  he  claimed, 
then  within  twenty  years  next  after  the  time  at  which  the  right  to  make 
such  entry  or  to  bring  such  action  should  have  first  accrued  to  the  person 
making  orbringing  the  same.  It  also  enacted, (?>)  that  in  the  construction 
of  that  act,  the  right  to  make  an  entry  or  to  bring  an  action  to  recover 
any  land,  should  be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued  (when  the  person 
claiming  such  land  shall  claim  in  respect  of  an  estate  or  interest  in  pos- 
session granted  or  otherwise  assured  by  any  instrument  (other  than  a will) 
to  him  by  a person  being  in  respect  of  the  same  estate  or  interest  in  pos- 
session or  in  receipt  of  the  profits  of  the  land)  at  the  time  at  which  the 


{a)  4 Will.  IV.  ch.  I,  s.  i6. 


(3)  Section  17. 
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persons  claiming  as  aforesaid  became  entitled  to  such  possession,  by  virtue  ,, 
of  such  instrument.  The  principal  part  of  the  17th  section  applies  only;’ 
to  cases  where  the  party  shall  have  been  in  possession,  and  been  dispos- 
sessed or  discontinued  possession,  and  does  not  apply  to  this  case ; for 
neither  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  nor  any  of  the  persons  under  whom  he 
claims,  had  in  respect  of  the  estate  or  interest  claimed,  been  in  possession 
of  the  land  at  any  time  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  instrument  under 
which  they  claim  the  estate  and  interest  in  the  land.  So  it  may  be  said 
of  the  latter  part  of  the  section,  that  the  estate  and  interest  claimed  was 
not  granted  or  otherwise  assured  to  him  by  an  instrument  other  than 
a will  by  a person  being  in  respect  of  the  same  estate  and  interest  in 
possession,  &c.  It  only  makes  the  case  the  stronger  against  the  plaintiff, 
for  neither  was  the  orginal  person  under  whom  these  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
claim,  in  possession  of  the  estate  and  interest  claimed,  when  he  executed 
the  instrument  of  conveyance ; nor  have  the  plaintiffs,  nor  any  one  under 
whom  they  claim,  been  in  possession  at  any  time  since.  It  was  contended 
that  the  deed  from  Knapp  to  Wood  operated  only  by  estoppel,  and  if  so 
it  imparted  no  estate  or  interest,  and  could  confer  no  right  of  entry,  at 
all  events  not  as  against  any  person  but  Knapp  himself ; but  he  was  not 
in  possession  or  seised,  and  could  not  give  possession  or  seisin  of  the 
estate.  Wherefore  his  assignees  did  not  become  possessed  or  seised 
under  him  in  fact  or  in  construction  of  law.  The  estate  and  interest 
in  this  land  drawing  to  it  the  actual  possession  in  construction  of  law, 
was  in  1800  in  the  king.  Knapp  had  at  best  no  more  than  a right  to 
possession,  as  iocatee  of  the  crown,  if  he  was  such,  in  1800,  a fact 
that  does  not  appear,  but  has  been  assumed.  He  was  not  seised  or 
possessed  of  the  estate  or  interest  claimed,  consequently,  his  deed  to 
Wood,  as  against  the  crown,  gave  no  constructive  seisin  or  possession,  nor 
even  a right  to  enter.  When  the  king  granted  the  land  to  Knapp  in  fee, 
in  1803,  the  legal  operation  of  the  grant  has  been  held  to  be  to  give  full 


seisin  and  possession  in  lav/  and  in  deed  to  the  grantee.  Therefore  in 


1803,  the  seisin  and  possession  passed  from  the  crown  to  Knapp,  not  to 
Wood  ; no  actual  livery  or  possession  was  given  or  received.  It  rested 
on  the  legal  effect  of  the  great  seal.  Knapp  obtained  then  no  seisin  or 
possession  except  such  as  the  patent  in  construction  of  law  gave  him. 
Kow  if  as  against  Knapp  the  deed  of  1800,  operated  by  estoppel,  and  only 
by  estoppel,  Wood’s  right  of  entry  must  have  accrued  in  1803,  for  clearly 
in  my  opinion  he  could  not  be  in  legal  construction  seised  or  possessed  of 
the  estate  or  interest  claimed,  or  in  possession  of  the  land  by  virtue  of  any 
ex  post  facto  operation  of  the  deed  of  1800 ; no  actual  livery  or  posses- 
sion was  given  or  receive!.  He  was  out  of  possession  of  both  the  occu- 
pation of  the  land  and  of  the  estate  or  interest  claimed  j (distinguishing 
between  the  mere  naked  possession  of  the  land,  and  the  possession  of  the 
estate  or  interest  as  mentioned  in  the  statute.)  I do  not  see  that  Wood 
had  any  actual  or  constructive  possession  of  either.  In  1814,  Wood 
assigned  to  McLean  and  McMillan,  being  then  out  of  the  possession  and 
not  seised;  no  livery  or  possession  was  given.  In  1817,  McLean  and 
McMillan  assigned  to  Bowman  and  Smith,  not  being  seised  or  in  posses- 
sion, no  livery  made,  and  no  possession  afterwards  taken  ; when  they 
assigned  to  Irvine,  if  they  ever  did  so,  does  not  appear.  In  1824,  Knapp 
conveyed  to  Phillips,  and  the  seisin  and  possession  acquired  by  Knapp 
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under  the  patent  m 1803,  passed  by  the  deed.  He,  Phillips,  then  became 
seised  and  possessed,  constructively,  and  of  course  held  adversely  to 
Bowman  and  Smith,  upon  whose  demise  the  present  action  is  (apparently) 
sought  to  be  sustained.  The  exception  of  five  years  contained  in  the 
27th  section  of  the  act,  is  not  therefore  applicable  to  this  case,  Phillips, 

I I in  1826,  assigned  to  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  was  in  actual  pos- 
i!  session  at  the  time,  and  when  this  action  was  brought.  In  1800,  the 
M land  was  seemingly  uncultivated  and  unoccupied,  and  so  remained  for 
i many  years  after;  when  actual  cccupation  commenced,  and  by  whom, 
[j  does  not  appear  j (it  is  said  Phillips  was  in  possession  before  the  defen- 
[ dant.)  It  is  however  clear,  that  neither  Wood,  nor  those  claiming  under 
I him,  was  ever  in  the  actual  visible  possession  at  any  time.  Under  such 
j ; circumstances,  I think  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  shew  no  right  under  the 
[:  statute  of  1834,  either  as  coming  within  any  of  the  periods  specified  in 
I the  1 7th  section,  (which  are  specified  as  illustrations,  not  as  restrictions) 

I or  upon  any  other  legal  principles.  As  respects  the  estate  and  interest, 

I they  never  had,  and  have  not  now,  any  right  of  entry  at  all.  Unless 
j therefore  the  defendant,  and  those  under  whom  he  claims,  are  estopped 

I I from  shewing  as  against  Bowman  and  Smith,  that  no  estate  or  interest 
[ passed  to  them,  and  that  no  right  of  entry  was  acquired  by  them,  or  from 
[;  denying  a seisin  in  Unapp  in  1800,  the  case  fails.  If  estopped  from 

I I denying  a seisin  and  possession  in  Knapp  in  1800;  if  his  seisin  and 
[ possession  in  1800  as  against  the  defendant,  is  to  be  assumed,  and  the 
i contrary  cannot  be  proved,  then  a constructive  seisin  and  possession  in 
[ Wood  in  1800  may  be  intended  and  inferred  ; and  if  so,  there  is  no 

I I proof  of  any  actual  ouster  or  adverse  possession,  for  a period  equalling 
\ twenty  years  before  this  action  was  brought,  viz,  before  1837  ; and  the 
I operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations  may  not  apply  ; for  I grant,  that 
! if  Knapp  had  been  seised  in  fee  in  1800,  under  a government  patent, 
p there  is  no  proof  of  a disseisin  or  dispossession  of  Wood  and  those 

claiming  under  him,  till  1824  at  the  earliest.  The  difficulty  in  adopting 
the  above  view  is,  that  if  any  estate  or  interest  passed  to  Wood,  the 
doctrine  ol  estoppel  would  not  apply ; it  is  only  admissible  where  no 
estate  or  interest  passed.  Assuming,  then,  that  no  estate  or  interest 
passed,  but  that  Knapp  and  the  defendant  are  estopped  from  denying  a 
seisin  and  possession  in  Knapp  sufficient  to  give  effect  to  his  deed  to 
i Wood,  according  to  its  legal  import,  it  would  shew  a right  of  entry  in 
r Wood  in  1800.  The  deed  did  not  and  could  not  have  given  him  actual 
[ seisin  or  possession  ; and  had  Knapp  at  the  end  of  twenty  years,  or  before 
t the  plaintiff  cook  any  possession,  actually  occupied  twenty  years,  I do  not 
I see  that  Wood  could  have  turned  him  out  afterwards ; for  as  against 
I Knapp,  Wood  in  1800  may  have  acquired  a right  of  entry;  certainly 
i nothing  more  ; and  if  he  suffered  it  to  lie  dormant  for  twenty  years,  it 
\ could  no  longer  be  enforced,  even  as  against  Knapp.  I do  not  find  (ad- 
i mitting  that  Knapp  may 'be  estopped  from  denying  as  against  Wood,  that 
I he  was  seised  in  fee  in  1800 ) that  therefore  he  or  any  one  else  more  than 
twenty  years  afeterwards  may  not  resist  an  ejectment  by  shewing  that 
Wood  never  entered,  and  that  his  right  to  do  so,  if  any,  accrued  more 
than  twenty  years  before.  The  ejectment  is  founded  on  an  existing  right 
of  entry.  The  act  of  1834  says,  no  one  shall  make  entry,  orbring  an 
action  to  recover  any  land,  but  within  twenty  years  after  the  right  first 
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accrued.  It  is  clear,  (if  the  fact  is  not  excluded  by  estoppel),  that  the  , 
right  of  entry,  if  any  ever  accrued  must  have  first  aiccrued,  in  1800.  If 
not,  when  afterwards  did  it  accrue  1 If  in  1803,  when  the  patent  issued,  ; 
it  is  more  than  twenty  years  since  ; if  not  then,  when  subsequently  1 when  ; 
Phillips  and  the  defendant  entered  into  actual  occupation  if  so,  it  assumes 
that  by  their  entry  they  dispossessed,  ousted  or  disseised  the  lessors  : 
of  the  plaintiff,  Bowman  and  Smith  ; but  they  were  never  in  possession  j 
of  the  estate  as  an  interest  in  the  land,  nor  of  the  land  itself  as  occupants,  ! 
though  the  defendant  may  be  estopped  from  shewing  it.  The  statute  of  \ 
limitations  is  not  a dead  letter  as  respects  actions  founded  on  deeds 
operating  only  by  estoppel,  and  the  land  being  uncultivated  and  without  1 
a visible  occupant,  can  make  no  difference  ; when  there  is  actual  visible  < 
possession,  that  speaks  more  clearly  and  openly  : where  there  is  none,  i 
and  the  title  rests  entirely  on  deeds  of  conveyance  and  their  operation, 
without  livery  or  actual  entry,  the  enquiry  must  be  in  whom  is  the  legal  ll 
estate  and  interest  under  those  deeds  according  to  their  legal  operation,  ? 
and  the  possession  of  the  estate  spoken  of  in  the  statute  of  1834  will  be  ) 
found  and  must  be  governed  accordingly.  It  is  a new  doctrine  to  intend  Si 
a presumptive  seisin  and  possession  under  a deed  operating  only  by  * 
estoppel.  Such  a deed  in  the  absence  of  livery  or  possession,  gives  but  a ,! 
right  to  turn  out  the  grantor  or  his  tenant,  in  order  to  acquire  a posses-  p 
sion;  and  if  not  done  within  twenty  years,  I do  not  see  how  any  eject-  ||j 
ment  is  sustainable  afterwards,  even  against  the  original  party.  If  wild  |f 
lands  it  might  entail  more  trouble  on  the  party ; for  section  22  enacts, 
that  a mere  entry  shall  not  give  possession  within  the  meaning  of  that 
act.  If  a vacant  possession,  its  being  vacant  would  not  constitute  pos-  j 
session  in  a party  having  only  a right  of  entry  ; and  when  we  speak  of  a 
vacant  possession  of  an  estate  in  fee,  it  may  be  asked,  if  vacant,  where  is  '1 
the  freehold  that  cannot  be  in  abeyance.  The  proviso  in  section  17,  in  j| 
favour  of  the  grantors  of  uncultivated  land,  appears  to  apply  only  to  per-  |i 
sons  having  received  grants,  or  those  holding  under  them  by  subsequent  li 
conveyances  sufficient  to  pass  the  estate  in  law.  Such  are  my  present  ll 
impressions,  though  if  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  would  so  far  operate  as  to  iji 
preclude  Knapp  or  the  defendant  from  denying  a seisin  and  constructive  [if 
possession  in  Wood  in  1800,  then  there  is  no  proof  of  its  being  divested  il 
before  1824,  or  1826,  or  some  later  period:  but  I cannot  bring  myself 
to  any  such  conclusion  on  the  deeds  and  evidence  in  this  case.  1 1 

Jones,  J. — The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  claim  under  Joseph  Knapp,  the 
original  nominee  and  grantee  of  the  crown.  In  1800,  Knapp  was  located  ;i| 
for  the  lot  and  by  bargain  and  sale  (deed  poll)  granted,  bargained,  and  | | 
sold  an  estate  in  fee  to  Amasa  Wood,  having  at  the  time  no  legal  interest  U 
in  or  possession  of  the  premises.  The  deed  contained  covenants  of  seisin  | {• 
in  the  grantor  and  a warranty  to  the  grantee.  In  1803  the  patent  from  p 
the  crown  was  issued  to  Knapp.  In  1806,  Amasa  Wood,by  deed  of  a bargain  j I 
and  sale,  sold  and  conveyed  the  premises  to  McLean  and  McMillan,  and 
in  1817  McLean  and  McMillan,  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  conveyed  j) 
to  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff.  Bowman  and  Smith  ; no  evidence  of  title  ; ' 
was  given  to  Irvine.  The  lot  was  uncultivated,  and  remained  unoccupied,  j|  ‘ 
till  Knapp  in  1824  released  his  interest  and  title  to  one  Phillips,  who  jj 
sold  and  conveyed  to  the  defendant.  Under  this  conveyance,  the  defen-  j, 
dant  took  possession  and  has  since  lived  upon  the  lot.  The  deed  from 
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Knapp  to  Wood  was  not  registered  till  1829,  The  question  is,  whether 
the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  Bowman  and  Smith,  have  any  estate  in  the 
premises  to  support  the  ejectment.  It  can  only  be  by  estoppel.  Knapp 
having  no  legal  interest  in  the  lot  at  the  time  he  executed  the  deed  to 
Wood,  hut  having  subsequently  obtained  an  estate  of  inheritance  by  virtue 
of  the  letters  patent  issued  in  1803,  it  is  contended  that  Wood  thenceforth 
acquired  an  estate  which  he  could  transfer  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale. 
Knapp  could  not  recover  in  ejectment  against  his  own  deed,  by  reason  of 
the  warranty  ; for  if  he  could  succeed  in  the  fictitious  action  of  ejectment, 
the  grantee  would  in  an  action  of  covenant  on  the  warranty  recover  in 
damages  the  value  of  the  premises,  and  if  this  action  was  against  him,  he 
would  moreover  be  clearly  estopped  from  denying  his  deed,  or  that  he  had 
not  that  interest  in  the  land  which  he  professed  to  convey,  and  warranted 
that  he  enjoyed.  A deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  like  a lease  and  release, 
conveys  no  estate  other  than  that  which  the  grantor  has  at  the  time  of 
its  execution,  but  like  the  release  will  operate  by  way  of  estoppel  when  it 
contains  an  express  allegation  or  recital  of  the  existence  of  a legal  interest 
in  the  grantor.  In  the  case  of  Bensley  v.  Burden  (a.),  the  plaintiff  claimed 
as  assignee  of  one  White,  a bankrupt,  under  a deed  of  lease  and  release, 
by  which  an  annuity  was  granted  to  White,  and  which  contained  a recital 
“ that  Francis  Tweeddle,  under  the  will  of  his  grandfather,  wasentitled  to 
a remainder  in  fee  expectant  upon  the  determination  of  the  life  estate  of 
his  father  Francis  Tweeddle,  in  certain  estates  therein  described,”  and 
charged  the  annuity  upon  such  estate  being  “ all  that  reversion  or 
remainder  in  fee  expectant,  and  to  take  effect  upon  the  decease  or  other 
sooner  determination  of  the  estate  for  life  of  the  said  Francis  Tweeddle 
the  elder,  and  all  other  the  contingent  and  reversionary  estate,  title,  and 
interest  of  him  the  said  Francis  Tweeddle  the  younger,  of,  in,  &c.”  (des- 
cribing the  real  estate  mentioned  in  the  recital).  The  release  contained 
a covenant  by  Francis  Tweeddle,  the  son,  for  further  assurance,  by  similar 
deeds  subsequently  made,  reciting  the  annuitypreviously  granted  to  White. 
Francis  Tweeddle,  junior,  granted  an  annuity  of  .£700  a year  to  the 
defendant.  Burden,  and  charged  the  same  upon  his  contingent  estate  in 
the  same  manner.  At  the  time  when  the  annuity  deed  was  executed, 
Francis  Tweeddle,  the  father,  had  an  absolute  power  over  the  whole  fee 
simple  of  the  estates,  and  Francis  Tweeddle,  the  son,  had  no  interest 
whatever  in  them  ; the  father  died,  having  by  his  will  devised  to  his  son, 
Francis  Tweeddle  the  younger,  an  estate  for  life  in  part  of  the  estates  in 
question.  Francis  Tweeddle,  the  son,  soon  after  the  death  of  his  father, 
conveyed  all  the  real  property  which  he  devised  under  the  will,  including 
his  life  estate^before  mentioned,  to  the  defendant.  Burden  in  trust.  The 
Vice  Chancellor  declared  the  first  conveyance  good  by  estoppel,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  had  the  same  remedy  against  the  defendant  claiming  under 
the  grantor,  as  he  could  have  against  the  grantor  himself,  estoppel  run- 
ning with  the  land,  and  binding  not  only  the  party,  but  all  claiming  under 
him.  “ Where  by  deed  indented,”  the  Vice  Chancellor  adds,  “a  man 
represents  himself  as  the  owner  of  an  estate,  and  affects  to  convey  it  for 
valuable  consideration,  having  at  the  time  no  possession  or  interest  in 
the  estate,  and  when  therefore  nothing  can  pass,  whatever  be  the  nature 
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of  the  conveyance,  there  if  by  any  means  he  afterwards  acquire  an  interest 
in  the  estate,  he  is  estopped,  in  respect  of  the  solemnity  of  the  instru-  ' 
ment,  from  saying  as  against  the  other  party,  contrary  to  his  averment  in  i 
that  indenture,  that  he  had  no  such  interest  at  the  time  of  its  execution.” 

So  in  Goodtitle  ex  dem.  Edwards  v.  Bailey  (a.)  where  the  plaintiff  by  deed 
of  lease  and  release,  without  the  word  “ grant,”  conveyed  to  the  defen- 
dant the  premises  in  question,  and  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  therein,  j 
the  deed  containing  a recital  of  his  interest,  and  a covenant  for  further  i 
assurance.  Lord  Mansfield  says,  Tf  a man  has  made  a solemn  deed,  ! 
covenanting  that  another  shall  enjoy  the  premises,  and  likewise  for  further  * 
assurance,  it  shall  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  dispute  the  title  of  the  party  ; 
to  whom  he  has  so  undertaken,  no  more  than  it  shall  be  permitted  to  a ; 
mortgagor  to  dispute  the  title  of  his  mortgagee  ; no  man  shall  be  allowed  ; 
to  dispute  his  own  solemn  deed.”  In  the  case  under  consideration,  the 
deed  from  Knapp  is  not  an  indenture,  but  a deed  poll,  signed  by  him  i 
alone,  and  in  it  there  is  no  recital.  We  must  therefore  see  whether  the  : 
grantor  in  a deed  poll  is  not  estopped  under  such  an  instrument,  as  well 
as  by  an  indenture  ; and  whether  there  is  anything  in  this  deed  equivalent  | 
to  a recital.  The  obligor  of  a bond  is  estopped  from  denying  any  fact  ; 
alleged  therein  (b.)  And  if  the  condition  of  a bond  be  to  release  all  the 
right  which  the  obligor  has  in  lands  for  his  life,  he  cannot  say  that  he  had  : 
no  right  in  such  lands,  (c.)  In  Co.  Lit.  (d.),  it  is  said,  “ So  a man  may  , 
be  estopped  by  any  indenture  or  deed  poll ; and  in  2 T.  E.  171,  Ashurst, 
J.,  says,  *‘In  general  the  party  granting  is  estopped  by  his  deed  to  say  , 
he  had  no  interest,  without  reference  to  the  description'of  the  deed.”  So  ■ 
in  Eight  v.  Bucknell,  Lord  Tenterden  says,  in  reference  to  what  Lord  i 
Cooke  says  in  regard  to  estoppels  (e.),  “ And  there  are  many  other  authorities  j 
to  shew  that  estoppel  may  be  hj  any  indenture  or  deed  poll.”  It  appears  i 
therefore  that  an  estoppel  is  created  as  well  by  deed  poll  as  by  indenture,  . 
the  difference  being  that  in  the  latter  both  parties  are  concluded  by  | 
reason  that  both  sign  the  deed,  whereas  in  the  former  the  grantor  alone  is  i 
bound,  as  it  only  his  deed.  The  next  question,  is  whether  there  is  any-  ; 
thing  in  this  deed  equivalent  to  a recital.  A specific  recital  is  now  con-  i 
sidered  an  affirmation  of  a fact,  although  it  is  in  truth  not  a direct  allega-  i 
tion.  As  used  in  Eight  v.  Bucknell,  Bensley  v.  Burden,  and  many  other  !| 
cases,  it  was  necessary  to  explain  the  nature  of  the  estate  proposed  to  be  ii 
released.  Where  a grantor  by  express  words  grants  a fee  simple  in  a ii 
particular  lot  of  land,  no  explanation  of  the  nature  of  the  estate  is  requi-  j; 
site  : and  such  words  clearly  sufficient  to  convey  a fee  simple  in  an  estate  'i 
may  perhaps  be  considered  to  operate  by  estoppel  without  any  recital.  I: 
But  certainly  a covenant  that  the  grantor  is  seised  of  a good,  perfect,  and  i" 
indeafeasible  estate  in  fee  simple,  and  that  he  hath  good,  right,  and  lawful  'i 
authority  to  sell,  must  be  considered  a more  positive  and  direct  allegation  • 
of  seisin,  than  a recital,  which  is,  that  whereas,  &c.  It  is  said  that  the  l 
covenant  is  a mere  personal  undertaking  to  answer  to  the  grantee  in  | 
damages  if  broken,  and  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  an  assertion  of  his  interest  j i 
in  the  premises,  so  a recital  is  usually  made  to  explain  the  nature  of  ] 


(a,)  Cowp.  597.  ' ; 

(b.)  Cro.  E.  362,  756,769  ; 2 B.& P.,299;  Allen, 52;  Dyer,  196,279.  ^ 

(c.)  1 Eoll.  873, 1.  5.  (d.)  352  (a.)  (e.)  352  (a.)  j 
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' the  estate  of  the  grantor,  and  therefore  there  can  be  no  reason  for  assum- 
ing that  the  one  shall  be  regarded  as  estopping  the  grantor  from  denying 
his  seisin,  any  more  than  the  other.  In  this  deed,  there  is  moreover  a 
warranty  of  title,  and  it  seems  that  this  is  considered  as  equivalent  to  a 
recital.  In  Co.  Lit.  446,  it  is  stated  that  ‘^no  right  passeth  by  a release, 
but  the  right  that  the  releasor  hath  at  the  time  of  the  release.  For  if 
there  be  father  and  son,  and  the  father  be  disseised,  and  the  son  (livino- 
the  father)  releaseth  by  his  deed  to  the  disseisor,  all  the  right  which  he 
i hath  or  may  have  in  the  same  tenements,  without  release  of  warranty, 

I &c.,  and  after  the  father  dieth,  he  the  son  may  lawfully  enter  upon  the 
I possession  of  the  disseisor;”  from  which  it  may  be  clearly  inferred,  that  if 
i a release  contains,  like  this  deed,  a warranty  of  title,  it  estops  the  grantor 
! from  denying  that  he  had  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  instrument 
I the  estate  warranted  to  the  grantee.  Considering  that  a grantor  is 
estopped  as  well  by  a deed  poll  as  by  an  indenture,  and  by  a bargain  and 
f sale  as  by  a release  or  other  deed,  and  that  therefore  Knapp  would  be 
i estopped  from  denying  that  he  was  seised  in  fee  when  he  executed  the 
j deed  to  Wood,  I will  next  consider  what  estate  Wood  had  when  he 
I conveyed  to  McLean  and  McMillan,  and  also  the  estate  acquired  by 
! them  under  their  deed.  Knapp  having  no  legal  interest  in  the  premises 
I in  1800,  his  deed  operating  merely  by  estoppel.  Wood  acquired  under  it 
i an  estate  in  fee  in  1803,  when  the  letters  patent  issued  to  Knapp.  • In 
Doe  Christmas  v.  Oliver,  (a)  Bailey,  J.  says  ‘‘that  a fine  by  a contingent 
I remainder-man,  though  it  operates  by  estoppel,  does  not  operate  by  estoppel 
1 only;  but  that  it  has  an  ulterior  operation  when  the  contingency  happens, 
j that  the  estate  which  thus  becomes  vested,  feeds  the  estoppel,  and  that 
: the  fine  operates  upon  that  estate  as  though  that  estate  had  l3een  vested 
i in  the  cognizor  at  the  time  the  fine  was  levied;”  and  he  cites  Eawlins’ 

^ case  (b)  toshew,  that  when  a party  is  concluded  by  estoppel,  the  interest 
I which  he  subsequently  acquires  is  bound.  Kow  Knapp  had  no  interest 
; in  the  premises  when  he  executed  the  deed  to  Wood,  but  that  deed 
! operated  by  way  of  conclusion;  and  when  the  estate  came  to  him  after- 
i wards,  by  virtue  of  the  letters  patent  from  the  crown,  it  fed  the  estoppel, 
and  the  estate  by  estoppel  became  an  estate  in  interest,  and  of  the  same 
i effect  as  if  he  had  acquired  it  before  he  conveyed  to  Wood.  Mr.  Kent, 
in  his  Commentaries,  (c)  says,  “The  deed  which  creates  an  estoppel  to  the 
; party  undertaking  to  convey  or  demise  real  estate,  when  he  held  nothing 
; in  the  estate,  passes  an  interest  or  title  to  the  grantee  or  his  assignee  by 
way  of  estoppel,  from  the  moment  the  estate  comes  to  the  grantor;  and 
in  support  of  this,  cites  Co.  Litt,  45  a.  47  b.  265  (a);  Bacon’s  Ab,  Title, 

' Leases,  0;  Preston  on  Conveyancing,  Vol.  2,  136,  139.  He  further  adds, 

: “the  estoppel  works  an  interest  in  the  land;  an  ejectment  is  maintainable 
I on  a mere  estoppel;  if  the  conveyance  be  with  warranty,  not  only  the 
subsequent  title  acquired  by  the  grantor  will  inure  by  estoppel  to  the 
benefit  of  the  grantee,  but  a subsequent  purchaser  from  the  grantor  under 
the  after  acquired  title,  is  equally  estopped;  and  the  estoppel  runs  with 
' the  land.”  (d).  Although  in  this  case  the  defendant  takes  from  Phillips, 
who  also  holds  under  Knapp,  it  appears  to  me  to  be  unimportant  to  deter- 


(a)  10  B.  & C.  181. 
(c)  Vol.  4,  p.  98, 


(6)  4 Co.  52. 

(d)  See  1 Salk.  276. 
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mine  whether  the  defendant  is  hound  by  the  estoppel;  because  if  the 
interest  acquired  by  Knapp  under  the  patent  inured  to  Wood  by  reason 
of  his  prior  deed,  it  gave  Wood  the  estate  in  fee,  which  he  could  convey 
to  McLean  and  McMillan  without  entry,  there  being  at  the  time  no  per- 
son in  actual  possession  of  the  lot;  for  this  court  has  frequently  deter- 
mined, that  a party  holding  under  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale  may  main- 
tain trespass,  which  is  a possessory  action,  and  therefore  he  can  convey 
the  estate;  the  possession  going  with  the  legal  estate  where  there  is  no 
actual  or  visible  possession  in  another.  Lor  the  same  reasons,  the  deed 
of  bargain  and  sale  from  McLean  and  McMillan  to  Bowman  and.  Smith, 
the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  was  effectual  to  convey  the  estate  to  them,  and 
therefore  they  are  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action. 

Hagerman,  J. — It  would  be  presumptuous  in  me  to  say  that  I have 
adopted  the  conclusions!  have  arrived  at, and  upon  which  my  judgment 
is  based,  free  from  all  doubt  as  to  their  correctness;  the  difference  of 
opinion  which  prevails  among  my  learned  brothers,  and  the  able  manner 
in  which  they  have  sustained  their  views,  shows  how  much  may  reasonably 
be  said  on  both  sides,  and  sufficiently  evinces  the  difficulty  of  coming  to 
a determination  altogether  satisfactory  on  the  important  questions  raised 
for  the  decision  of  the  court;  but  believing  that  certain  admitted  prin- 
ciples are  opposed  to  the  plaintiff’s  right  to  recover  in  this  action  I have 
no  alternative  but  to  pronounce  a judgment  to  that  effect.  As  a first 
proposition,  it  will  not  I apprehend  be  disputed,  that  it  is  the  nature  of  a 
bargain  and  sale  to  pass  no  more  than  the  grantor  lawfully  may  pass,  and 
that  it  is  requisite  that  the  person  who  affects  to  make  a transfer  of  any 
real  estate  by  that  mode  of  conveyance,  should  be  seised  of  the  lands 
intended  to  be  alienated.  There  must  be  a seisin  in  the  bargainor,  and 
a use  transferred  to  the  bargainee',  without  both  these  exist  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  the  conveyance,  there  is  nothing  for  the  statute  to  attach 
upon,  and  the  deed  as  a conveyance  is  void. {a)  In  the  case  before  us, 
the  deed  relied  on  as  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff’s  right  to  recover,  is 
precisely  of  the  description  which,  by  the  authorities  I have  cited,  is 
declared  to  be  invalid  as  a conveyance.  It  is  admitted,  that  at  the  time 
it  was  executed,  Knapp,  the  grantor,  had  no  legal  estate  whatever  in  the 
property  he  affected  to  convey;  neither  was  he  in  possession  of  it  or  any 
part  of  it;  and  never,  so  far  as  we  are  informed,  had  exercised  any  acts 
of  ownership  over  it.  The  title  to  the  lot  was  in  the  crown,  and  it  is 
probable  at  least  that  it  was  in  a state  of  nature,  unoccupied  by  any  one; 
neither  did  Knapp’s  grantee  under  hie  first  deed,  or  his  assignees  at  any 
time,  enter  upon  it.  The  first  occupant  was  the  party  who  was  the 
second  purchaser  from  Knapp,  (Phillips),  or  his  assignee,  the  defendant; 
such  second  deed  having  been  executed  by  Knapp  after  he  had  acquired 
title  by  grant  from  the  crown,  and  who  then,  for  the  first  time,  had  any 
right  to  convey.  But  it  is  argued,  that  although  the  first  deed  may  not 
have  been  valid  as  a conveyance  of  the  estate,  inasmuch  as  the  grantor  was 
not  seised;  yet  it  is  insisted  that  by  reason  of  the  covenant  of  warranty 
contained  in  it,  the  covenantor,  and  all  who  claim  under  him,  are  estopped 


{a)  1 Rep.  126;  3 Wood’s  Conveyancing,  sec.  24;  2 Black.  Com. 
311-338;  Coke  Litt.  sec.  66;  1 Vent.  10-55;  1 Lev.  271;  Cro.  Eliz. 
446-483;  Eearne,  C.  R.  246;  Shep.  Touch.  222. 
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from  denying  the  covenantee’s  right  to  the  possession  at  the  time  it  was 
executed.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  this  opinion  be  sustained,  the  spirit 
and  design  of  the  statute  of  uses  would  he  set  aside  ; and  that  such 
a decision  would  he  directly  at  variance  with  the  authorities  I have  cited 
and  many  others.  To  entitle  a party  to  recover  in  ejectment,  he  must 
shew  a legal  title  to  the  use,  or  in  other  words,  the  possession.  The 
statute  provides  that  this  cannot  he  conveyed  by  any  one  who  is  not 
himself  personally  seised ; so  that  in  this  case,  if  the  plaintifi  should 
recover,  it  would  not  be  because  he  had  any  legal  title,  but  because  there 
is  a covenant  in  the  first  deed— that  from  Knapp  to  Wood,  warranting 
I the  possession  to  him  and  his  assigns — a covenant  which,  in  my  judg- 
I ment  is  and  can  be  nothing  more  than  a personal  covenant  ; not  a 
j covenant  attaching  to  and  running  with  the  land,  in  a case  like  the 
present ; indeed  there  seems  an  obvious  inconsistency  in  saying  that  a 
! covenant  runs  with  land,  when  land  has  neither  been  conveyed  or  by  any 
1 means  transferred  into  actual  possession.  Among  the  numerous  cases 
cited  in  opposition  to  this  view  of  the  question,  that  of  Bensley  v.  Bur- 
den, (a)  is  much  relied  on ; and  it  certainly  is  the  most  plainly  applicable 
as  an  authority,  that  “where  a man  by  indenture  represents  himself  as  the 
owner  of  land,  and  affects  to  convey  it  for  valuable  consideration,  having 
I at  the  time  no  possession  or  interest  in  the  estate,  and  where  therefore 
nothing  can  pass,  whatever  may  be  the  nature  of  the  conveyance,  but 
I afterwards  acquires  an  interest  in  the  estate,  he  is  estopped  in  respect  of 
i the  solemnity  of  the  instrument,  as  against  the  other  party  to  the  inden- 
ture, from  saying  that  he  had  not  such  interest  at  the  time  of  its  execu- 
; tion.”  And  the  Vice  Chancellor,  who  gave  judgment,  adds,  that  “ Estop- 
pel runs  with  the  land,  and  binds  not  only  the  party  (covenantor),  but 
all  who  claim  under  himJ’  The  latter  part  of  the  Vice  Chancellor’s 
opinion,  however,  is  strongly  objected  to,  as  inconsistent  with  other 
authorities  ; and  Sir  Edward  Sugden,  who  was  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
in  the  case,  in  his  Treatise  on  Vendors  and  Purchasers,  (a  book  greatly 
esteemed  by  the  profession)  at  pages  423  and  430,  Vol.  hi.,  distinctly 
states  that  it  is  erroneous,  and  that  it  had  been  over  ruled  in  Eight  ex 
dem  Jeffreys  v,  Bucknell.(5)  And  upon  reference  to  that  case,  we  find 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Tenterden,  in  pronouncing  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
using  this  very  plain  language  : “We  are  of  opinion  that  the  release 
I whereby  T.  Jarvis  granted,  bargained,  sold,  aliened,  remised,  released, 
&c.  the  premises,  does  not  by  mere  force  of  these  words,  amount  to  an 
estoppel,”  as  between  [even)  the  parties  to  the  deed.  And  his  lordship 
cites  Littleton,  sec.  446,  and  Wyvils’  case.  Hob.  45,  and  Perk.  sec.  65, 
as  authority  to  the  effect  that  where  a son  and  heir  joins  in  a grant  in 
the  lifetime  of  his  father,  while  he  has  neither  possession  nor  right  in 
the  matter  granted,  the  grant  is  utterly  void,  and  nothing  passes.  It  is 
true  that  the  case  of  Eight  v.  Bucknell  was  decided  on  other  grounds 
than  those  thus  broadly  stated,  as  has  been  pointed  out  by  his  lordship 
the  Chief  Justice,  in  his  very  able  judgment  just  delivered  ; but  I do 
not  collect  from  Lord  Tenterden’s  recorded  opinion  that  the  court  would 
lhave  admitted  any  conclusion  less  comprehensive  than  the  one  arrived 
|at  in  the  case  cited  from  Hobert  in  a case  like  the  present.  But  we  are 
jnot  without  even  a more  modern  authority  in  support  of  the  view  I have 
I (a)  2 Sim.  & St,  519.  {b)  2 Barn,  & Adol.  27S. 
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adopted,  and  one  that  is,  as  it  seems  to  me,  in  all  respects  similar  in 
principle  to  the  present.  The  case  I allude  to,  is  that  of  Doe  ex  Oliver 
V.  Powell  and  Pynn,  3 K & M.  616  ; 1 A.  & E,  531,  and  in  which  the 
facts  were  as  follows  : certain  premises  were  conveyed  by  The  Tredegar 
Wharf  Company , in  1818,  to  a person  named  Pope,  who  afterwards 
became  a bankrupt,  and  whose  assignees  conveyed  to  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiffs.  The  defendants,  who  were  in  possession,  claimed  title  under 
conveyance  made  in  1824,  by  the  same  company,  and  at  the  trial  offered 
to  prove,  that  when  the  company  executed  the  first  conveyance  in  1818, 
they  were  not  seised  of  the  property,  and  therefore  could  not  convey  any 
legal  estate.  The  learned  judge  rejected  this  evidence,  ruling  precisely 
as  is  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  that  the  defendants 
could  not  impeach  the  title  of  the  party  under  whom  they  themselves 
claimed  ; but  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  determined  otherwise,  and 
set  aside  the  verdict,  deciding  that  it  was  competent  to  the  defendants 
to  prove  that  the  company  had  no  title  when  they  executed  their  first 
conveyance.  It  will  scarcely  be  denied,  I think,  that  this  case  if  ad- 
mitted to  be  law,  (and  I can  discover  no  reason  for  disputing  it),  is  de- 
cisive of  the  one  before  us,  and  is  express  authority  against  the  plaintiff’s 
right  to  recover.  There,  as  here,  the  defendants  were  in  possession  under 
the  legal  conveyances  of  the  estate,  and  they  could  not  be  dispossessed 
by  a party  who  sought  to  recover  upon  an  instrument  that  gave  him  no 
legal  title  to  the  property.  But  besides  the  doubt  attached  to  the  opinion 
expressed  by  a single  judge  in  Bensley  v.  Burden,  upon  the  general  ques- 
tion of  estoppel,  it  must  not  be  overlooked,  that  it  is  a case  in  its  facts 
and  circumstances  so  different  from  the  present,  that  I think  it  ought  not 
greatly  to  influence  , much  less  govern  us  in  our  judgment.  In  that  case, 
the  defendant  had  by  his  own  deed  admitted  the  title  relied  upon  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  covenanted  to  come  in  imder  him ; notwithstanding  which, 
he  afterwards  not  only  endeavoured  to  set  aside  the  prior  title,  but  his 
own  covenant,  in  which  it  was  recognized.  I can  well  understand  that 
powerful  and  perhaps  unanswerable  arguments  may  be  adduced  against 
such  an  attempt;  but  to  make  this  case  like  it,  we  are  to  suppose  that 
Knapp,  , when  he  had  no  legal  title  or  possession,  executed  two  convey- 
ances (at  difterent  periods  to  different  persons)  by  indenture  of  lease  and 
release,  creating  a charge  upon  the  land;  the  second  reciting  the  first, 
and  thereby  recognizing  its  validity.  We  are  then  to  suppose  the  grantee 
in  the  second  conveyance  obtained  an  absolute  transfer  of  the  estate  to 
himself  from  Knapp,  after  the  patent  had  issued  to  him,  and  not  regarding  ] 
or  in  any  way  noticing  the  recitals  and  admissions  contained  in  his  own 
prior  indenture,  endeavoured  to  annul  and  set  it  aside.  I should  be  very 
unwilling  to  say  that  conduct  so  fraudulent  would  succeed,  or  that  the 
one  party  would  not  be  estopped  from  denying  his  own  deed,  reciting  and 
recognizing  the  claim  of  the  other.  In  such  case  it  might  be  said  that 
there  privity  of  contract,  and  privity  of  estate,  (both  of  which  are  essen- 

tial to  estoppel,)  and  that  the  covenants  and  recitals  in  the  second  inden- 
ture, were  covenants  and  recitals  running  with  and  attaching  to  the  land, 
as  between  the  respective  parties  named  in  it.  And  I think  the  judgment 
in  Bensley  v.  Burden  was  not  intended  to  establish  more  than  this.  But 
the  case  is  different  when  a party,  after  obtaining  a legal  right,  conveys 
to  a stranger,  lands  to  which  before  he  had  any  legal  right  or  title  what- 
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ever,  he  had  conveyed  to  others,  who  had  not  gone  into  possession.  As 
between  these  respective  covenantees,  there  is  no  privity  either  oi  covenant 
or  estate.  The  latter  takes  an  estate  created,  since  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance  to  the  former,  who  took  no  estate  or  interest,  for  none  existed 
in  the  covenantor;  and  even  if  at  the  time  the  first  conveyance  was 
executed,  the  covenantor  had  an  eguitahle  estate,  such  conveyance,  unac- 
companied by  possession,  could  not,  as  it  seems  to  me,  annul  the  grant  of 
the  legal  estate,  when  conveyed  to  a stranger.  The  interest  conveyed 
' would"  not  in  such  case  be  the  same,  and  therefore  there  can  he  no  privity 
of  estate ; and  the  covenants  in  the  first  conveyance  not  running  with  the 
land,  since  no  land  was  conveyed  or  possession  transferred,  are  merely 

(personal  covenants,  to  he  sued  upon  as  such,  (a)  I may  remark  here, 
that  it  is  said  to  he  a test  of  the  validity  of  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale, 
that  the  bargainee  acquires  such  a (fictitious)  possession  or  seisin,  by 
reason  that  the  use  is  vested  in  him,  that  without  actual  entry  on  the  land, 
he  may  bring  trespass  against  a trespasser.  (&)  But  in  the  present  case, 

; until  Wood  gained  actual  possession  of  the  land  in  dispute,  it  would,  I 
apprehend,  not  have  been  in  his  power  to  maintain  such  an  action  against 
any  stranger  who  might  have  entered  upon  the  land  and  cut  and  carried 
away  the  timber  growing  upon  it.  And  the  question  presents  itself  here, 

I whether  the  defendant  was  required  to  produce  any  evidence  of  title  : 
i whether  he  might  not  have  successfully  resisted  this  action  by  shewing 
that  Wood’s  deed  conveyed  to  him  no  estate,  and  therefore  no  right  of 
1 entry  to  him  or  his  assignees ; and  if  so,  is  the  defendant  to  be  considered 
in  a worse  position  by  producing  a conveyance  that  undeniably  vests  the 
legal  estate,  and  as  a consequence,  the  use  and  right  of  possession  in  him  ? 

II  cannot  think  so.  I do  not  wish  it  to  be  understood  that  I give  any 
opinion  that  would  afiect  this  case,  if  the  party  to  whom  the  first  convey- 
ance was  made  had  gone  into  possession,  and  the  attempt  were  to  eject 
him  by  the  grantee  of  the  crown,  after  obtaining  his  patent,  or  by  any 
subsequent  assignee  or  purchaser  under  him.  In  the  first  case,  the  law 
of  estoppel  would  probably  be  found  to  apply ; and  in  the  second,  the 
statutes  forbidding  the  purchase  of  pretended  titles  to  land,  would  very 
likely  invalidate  the  conveyance.  These  however  are  cases  that  must  be 
adjudicated  upon  as  they  arise.  In  the  present  instance,  I am  of  opinion 
upon  the  foregoing  grounds,  that  judgment  should  be  for  the  defendant, 
^independently  of  any  consideration  that  may  arise  from  the  operation  of 
the  statute  of  limitations.  But  there  is  a further  consideration  which  in 
my  opinion  would  be  conclusive  against  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  and 
which  has  been  adverted  to  by  his  lordship  the  Chief  Justice,  namely,  that 
it  must  be  regarded  as  most  unreasonable  and  as  I think  against  all  law, 
that  any  agreement,  covenant  or  conveyance,  entered  into  between  two 
persons  for  the  disposal  of  the  Queen’s  domain,  in  the  occupation  of 
neither  of  them,  and  which  it  must  have  been  known  to  both,  it  was 
unlawful  for  them  to  interfere  with,  could  attach  to  the  land,  or  at  any 
time  constitute  a legal  title,  or  give  a right  of  occupation  either  to  the 
^grantee  or  any  one  claiming  under  him.  It  is  said  that  Knapp  had  the 
‘ 

I (a)  Pitt  V.  Williams, 5 Adol.  &Ellis,  885 ; 3Term  E.  678 ; 1 H.  B.  562;  7 
iSim.  629  ; 4 Tes.  p.  370  ; 2 Sug.  V.  & P.484-5, 
j (5)  6 Eep.  68,  a-b;  5 Eep.  112-113-6  ; 1 Tent.  361. 
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promise  of  a grant  from  the  crown,  before  he  made  his  first  conveyance, 
but  this  is  not  proved  ; and  if  it  had  been,  it  would  have  been  of  no  legal  I 
efiect  until  it  was  confirmed,  and  might  have  been  revoked  without  notice,  j 
at  any  time.  ^ 

[The  case  of  Bensley  v.  Burden,  on  appeal,  mentioned  in  the  judgment  ' 
in  this  case,  has  never  been  published  in  England,  and  we  now  append 
it  from  the  manuscript  note  obtained  by  the  Chief  Justice  from  Mr.  ! 
Russell,  the  Chancery  Reporter,  (a)]  | 


{a)  Bensley  v.  Burden. — By  indenture  of  lease  and  release  of  the  27th  and 
28th  of  February,  1803,  the  release  being  made  between  Francis  Tweeddell,  the 
younger,  of  the  first,  John  White,  of  the  second  part,  and  Peter  Pabourdin  and  I 
Gilbert  Pabourdin.  of  the  third  part ; after  reciting  that  Francis  Tweeddell,  the  1 
younger,  was,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  last  will  of  John  Ausley,  seised  and  ! 
possessed  of,  or  well  and  sufiiciently  entitled  unto,  the  messuages,  lands  and  j 
hereditaments  and  thereinafter  particularly  described,  in  reversion  or  remainder  ^ 
expectant,  and  to  take  effect  upon  the  decease  or  other  sooner  determination  of  “ 
the  life  estate  or  life  interest  of  Francis  Tweeddell,  the  elder.  Francis  Tweeddell,  : 
the  younger,  in  consideration  of  £2,200,  granted  to  White  an  annuity  of  ^264,  , 
during  the  lives  of  five  persons,  and  the  survivor  of  them  ; and  he  granted,  ' 
bargained,  sold  and  released  to  Peter  Pabourdin  and  Gabriel  Pabourdin,  and  ' 
their  heirs,  “ all  that  the  reversion  and  remainder  in  fee  expectant,  and  to  take  , 
effect  upon  the  decease  or  sooner  determination  of  the  estate,  for  life  of  Francis  i 
Tweeddell,  the  elder,  and  all  other,  the  contingent  and  reversionary  estate,  title  ' 
and  interest  of  him,  Francis  Tweeddell  the  younger,  of  and  in  the  estates  therein  j 
described,  upon  certain  trusts  for  securing  the  annuity.  In  the  release,  there  i 
were  also  covenants  of  Francis  Tweeddell,  the  younger,  that  he  was  seised  of  the  ! 
reversion  for  an  indefinite  estate  of  inheritance,  and  that  he  would  do  all  further  ' 
acts  that  might  be  necessary  for  better  assuring  the  hereditaments  to  Peter  ; 
Pabourdin  and  Gabriel  Pabourdin,  and  their  heirs.  At  this  time  Francis  Tweed-  1 
dell  the  younger,  had  no  interest  in  the  estates  which  he  thus  effected  to  convey,  ‘ 
the  fee  simple  being  at  the  absolute  disposal  of  his  father.  In  1805,  the  father  * 
died,  having  demised  some  of  the  lands  to  Heming  and  Thompson,  fora  term  i 
of  2000  years,  upon  trust,  to  pay  two  annuities,  and  subject  thereto,  and  to  the  ! 
trusts  thereof  to  Francis  Tweeddell,  the  younger,  during  his  life,  with  remainder  j 
over.  Francis  Tweeddell,  after  the  death  of  his  father,  conveyed  his  life  interest  ' 
in  the  devised  lands  to  Burden,  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same,  and  to  apply  the  | 
proceeds  in  discharge  of  a debt  due  in  respect  of  an  annuity  which  he  had  granted  1 
to  Burden  in  1804.  The  bill  was  filed  by  White’s  assignees,  praying  that  it  j 
might  be  declared  that  the  life  interest  of  Tweeddell  was  chargeable  with  the  i 
annuity  granted  to  White,  subject  to  the  term  of  2000  years,  and  that  the  con-  | 
veyance  of  the  life  estate  to  Burden  was  void  as  against  the  plaintiffs,  or  was  ' 
subject  to  White’s  annuity,  that  Burden  might  be  decreed  to  join  with  all  neces-  i 
sary  parties  in  executing  proper  deeds  for  charging  Tweeddell’s  life  interest  with  '* 
the  annuity,  and  for  conveying  the  lands  during  Tweeddell’s  life  to  the  Pabour-  i| 
dins  upon  trust,  to  secure  the  payment  of  it  ; that  certain  accounts  might  be  taken,  f 
and  that  a receiver  might  be  appointed.  Heming  and  Thompson  were  not  par- 
ties  to  the  suit,  and  the  answer  stated  that  the  trust  of  the  term  for'  2000  years.  1 1 
Vi^as  not  satisfied.  At  the  hearing,  the  Vice  Chancellor  dismissed  the  bill,  on  the  | i 
ground  that  the  release  of  the  28th  of  February,  1803,  operated  by  way  of  ‘ 
estoppel,  so  that  White’s  assignees  would  have  the  full  benefit  of  it  at  law  against  : < 
all  who  claimed  under  Francis  Tweeddell,  and  there  was  therefore  no  reason  for  I 
the  interposition  of  a court  of  equity.  The  plaintiff  appealed.  The  Solicitor-  i 
General  and  Mr.  Cooper  for  the  apellant. — It  is  not  necessary  to  enter  into  the  | t 
question  of  estoppel,  for  the  existence  of  the  term  for  2000  years  would  render  it  ' I 
impossible  for  the  plaintiffs  to  assert  their  right  at  law,  even  if  they  had  as  against  > 
Burden  a good  title,  if  they  were  to  bring  an  ejectment  they  would  necessarily  1 1 
fail,  the  plaintiff  can  take  only  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  2000  years,  f j 
and  it  is  only  by  the  interposition  of  this  court  that  the  rents  of  the  estate  after  ' 1 
these  trusts  are  satisfied,  can  be  applied  according  to  the  just  priorities  of  the  ‘ ‘ 
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I Murphy  v.  Burnham. 

! It  is  no  ground  of  special  demurrer,  that  in  the  commencement  of  his  declara- 
i tion  the  plaintiff  appears  in  person,  and  the  declaration  is  signed  at  the  con- 

! elusion  by  a party  as  his  attorney  ; nor  is  it  any  ground  of  demurrer,  that 
r a declaration  has  no  date,  as  required  by  the  new  rules. 

I If  a declaration  is  drawn  up  in  a slovenly  and  careless  style,  the  court,  although 
j expressing  an  opinion  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  on  demurrer,  will  frequently 

s:  direct  him  to  amend  without  costs. 

I 

I The  plaintiff  declares  in  case  as  follows  : Thomas  Murphy  complains 
I of  Elias  Burnham,  Gentleman,  one  of  the  attornies  of  the  court  of  our 


i parties.  In  fact,  however,  a release  does  not  work  as  an  estoppel,  (Littleton,  in 
: section  446,  says,  “no  right  passes  by  a release,  but  the  right  which  the  releasor 
i hath  at  the  time  of  the  release  made.  For  if  there  be  father  and  son,  and  the 
j father  be  disseised,  and  the  son  (living  his  father)  releaseth  by  his  deed  to  the 
! disseisor  all  the  right  which  he  hath  or  may  have  in  the  same  tenement,  without 
! clause  of  warranties,  &c„  and  after  the  father  dieth,  &c.,  the  son  ma}’^  lawfully 
j enter  upon  the  possession  of  the  disseisor ; for  he  had  no  right  in  the  land  in 
! his  father’s  life,  but  the  right  descended  to  him  after  the  release  made  by  the 
I death  of  his  father”)  ; and  the  Commentary  of  Lord  Coke  is  to  the  same  effect. 
(265  b.)  So  in  Sir  Marmaduke  Wyvil’s  case,  (Hobart  45),  “tenant  in  tail  of 
an  advowson  and  his  son  and  heir  joined  in  a grant  of  the  next  avoidance. 
Tenant  in  tail  died,  and  it  was  adjudged  that  the  grant  was  utterly  void  against 
the  son  and  heir  that  joined  in  the  grant,  because  he  had  nothing  in  the  advow- 
son neither  in  possession  or  right,  nor  in  actual  possibility  at  the  time  of  the 
grant.”  The  principle  has  been  recognized  in  other  cases. — Edwards  v.  Rogers, 
(Sir  W.  Jones,  459);  Goodtitle  v.  Moore,  (3  T.  R.  365);  Wright  v.  Wright,  (i 
} Ves.  Sen.  410).  Text  books  of  authority  expound  the  doctrine  in  the  same 
1 way. — Preston  on  abstracts,  vol.  2,  p. — ; Preston  on  Conveyancing,  vol.  i,  p. 
j 301.  Mr.  Bickersteith,  Mr.  Preston,  and  Mr.  Ellison,  contra. — The  section 
j cited  from  Littleton,  is  to  be  understood  as  referring  to  the  case  of  a mere 
t release  which  does  not  contain  any  averment  that  the  party  who  releases  has  any 
j right . A party  may  release  a right  without  averring  that  he  has  a right ; and 
I in  such  a case  he  will  not  be  estopped  by  the  release.  But  if  he  avers  that  he 
J has  an  estate  in  land,  and  affects  to  convey  that  estate  by  release,  he  is  estopped 
j from  saying  that  the  estate  did  not  thereby  pass.  Lord  Coke,  (Litt.  352,  a.  b.), 
i in  treating  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel,  states  that  estoppel  may  be  wrought  by 
i matter  in  writing,  as  by  deed  indented.”  And  he  makes  no  distinction  between 
! the  indenture  of  release  and  an  indenture  of  any  other  kind.  Burden  therefore 
IS  estopped  from  settirg  up  any  title  adverse  to  that  of  the  plaintiff;  he  cannot 
set  up  the  term  of  2000  years,  any  more  than  he  could  set  up  the  life-estate  which 
il  Francis  Tweeddell  the  younger  conveyed  to  him.  Lord  Chancellor.  — It  is 
! unnecessary  to  repeat  the  particular  facts  of  this  case,  because  they  are  accurately 
i stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Vice  Chancellor.  The  principal  question  which 
I was  argued  both  in  the  court  below  and  before  me,  was  whether  the  deed  of  the 
! 28th  of  February,  1803,  operated  by  way  of  estoppel ; for  if  it  did  so  operate,  it 
was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  and  the  Vice  Chancellor  so  decided, 
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Lady  the  now  Queen,  before  the  Queen  herself,  being  present  here  in  court  j 
in  his  own  person,  of  a plea  of  trespass  on  the  case.  For  that  whereas  the  , 
defendant  on  the  8th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1845,  not  then  i 
having  any  reason  or  reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  suspecting  or 
believing  that  the  plaintiff  had  parted  with  his  property,  or  made  any  I 
secret  or  fraudulent  conveyance  thereof,  in  order  to  prevent  its  being  j 
taken  in  execution,  but  wrongfully  and  unjustly  contriving  and  intending 
to  imprison,  harass,  oppress  and  injure  the  plaintiff  falsely,  maliciously 
and  vexatiously  made  a certain  affidavit,  sworn  at  Peterborough,  in  the 
Colborne  District  aforesaid,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  before  one  | 


that  the  relief  prayed  by  the  plaintiffs  was  altogether  unnecessry,  as  they  were 
already  in  as  good  a situation  as  they  would  be  in  if  they  had  the  decree  which 
they  sought.  The  deed  of  February,  1803,  recites  that  Francis  Tweeddell  the 
younger  was  subject  to  the  life  estate  of  his  father,  seised  or  possessed  of  or  well 
entitled  to  the  lands  and  hereditaments  thereinafter  mentioned,  in  reversion  or 
remainder;  importing  of  course  a seisin  in  fee.  This  remainder  he  grants  and 
releases,  and  he  covenants  that  he  is  seised  of  it  for  an  indefeasible  estate  of 
inheritance.  It  is  said  that  the  recitals  of  a deed  cannot  operate  by  way  of 
estoppel.  But  the  distinction  which  has  always  been  taken,  is  this,  that  a 
general  recital  will  not  operate  as  an  estoppel,  whereas,  the  recital  of  a particular 
fact  will  have  that  effect.  The  law  was  so  laid  down  by  Lord  Holt,  in  Saltern  v 
Ridley,  (Shower  59),  where  his  words  are,  “a  general  recital  is  not  an  estoppel, 
but  a recital  of  a particular  fact  is  so,”  The  cases  on  the  subject  of  estoppel,  so 
far  as  they  relate  to  the  present  question,  are  collected  in  Viner’s  Abridgment, 
Title  Estoppel,  (M) ; and  it  is  therefore  not  necessary  to  repeat  them  in  detail, 
I shall  refer  only  to  one  case  : Newton  v.  Weeks,  (Vin.  Ab.  Estoppel  M.  p.  16), 
which  was  decided  in  the  reign  of  Charles  I.  By  Indenture  between  A.  and  B, 
reciting  that  A.  was  seised  in  fee  of  certain  lands,  A.  in  consideration  of  a 
marriage  to  be  had  between  her  son  and  B.,  grants  a rent  charge  out  of  these 
lands  to  B.,  to  begin  after  the  death  of  her  son,  and  covenants  to  pay  it.  In  an 
action  against  A.  upon  this  covenant,  she  cannot  plead  she  had  nothing  in  the 
land  at  the  time  of  the  covenant,  but  that  a stranger  was  seised  thereof.  Adjudged 
upon  demurrer,  for  the  plaintiff,  both  because  the  defendant  is  estopped  by  the 
deed,  and  the  covenant  extends  to  it  as  an  annuity.”  There  the  recital  was, 
that  A.  was  seised  in  fee  of  certain  lands,  and  in  consideration  of  a marriage,  she 
granted  a rent  charge  out  of  those  lands ; and  she  was  held  to  be  estopped.  The 
recital  of  a particular  fact  that  the  party  is  seised  in  fee  operates,  in  my  opinion 
by  way  of  estoppel.  If  that  be  so,  it  disposes  of  the  question,  which  was  mainly 
argued.  But  there  is  another  very  important  consideration  which  deserves 
further  enquiry.  A title  by  estoppel  is  a mere  negative  title  and  it  involves  the 
party  who  is  to  rely  upon  it  in  many  niceties  and  intricacies  of  pleading,  when 
he  comes  to  enforce  his  right  in  a court  of  common  law.  It  has  further  also  this 
edect,  that  in  an  action  of  trespass,  or  action  of  ejectment,  brought  against  the 
party  in  possession,  the  defendant  may  . if  he  thinks  proper,  rely  upon  his  pos- 
session, and  then  and  there  is  thrown  upon  the  plaintift,  the  party  claiming,  before 
he  can  avail  himself  of  the  benefit  of  his  estoppel,  the  necessity  of  proving  affir- 
matively that  the  defendant  is  in  possession  under  the  grantor,  who  is  bound  by  the 
estoppel.  There  is  also  in  the  deed  of  February,  1803, acovenant  for  further  assurance. 
And  it  becomes  most  material  and  important  to  consider  the  point  I have  mention- 
ed, as  connected  with  the  covenant  for  further  assurance.  Therefore,  before  I 
finally  dispose  of  this  part  of  the  case,  having  given  my  judgment  with  respect  to 
the  question  of  estoppel,  upon  which  the  Vice  Chancellor  principally  relied,  I 
wish  to  have  the  points  to  which  I have  now  adverted  argued  by  one  counsel  on  a 
side;  and  I wish  them  also,  with  reference  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  to  con- 
sider at  the  same  time  the  operation  of  the  term  of  2000  years,  which  is  not  an 
outstanding  satisfied  term,  but  which  is  a term  existing  for  some  beneficial  pur- 
poses for  the  parties  in  whose  favor  it  was  created.” 

The  parties  entered  into  a negotiation  for  a compromise,  in  consequence  of  which, 
there  was  no  further  argument  in  the  case. 
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Ivan  0’Bierne,tii8ii  and  there  being  a commissioner  for  taking  affidavits  in 
her  Majesty’s  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench,  in  and  for  that  part  of  the  pro- 
vince of  Canada  formerly  called  Upper  Canada,  in  the  Colborne  District 
aforesaid,  whereby  the  defendant  deposed  and  made  oath,  and  swore  upon 
the  Holy  Evangelists  that  he,  the  defendant,  had  reason  to  believe  that  the 
plaintiff  had  parted  with  his  property,  or  made  some  secret  or  fraudulent 
conveyance  thereof,  in  order  to  prevent  its  being  taken  in  execution ; and 
afterwards,  on  the  10th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  he  the  defend- 
ant, not  then  having  any  reason  or  reasonable  or  probable  cause  for 
suspecting  or  believing  as  aforesaid,  but  contriving  and  intending  as 
aforesaid,  did  falsely  and  maliciously,  by  virtue  of  the  said  affidavit,  upon 
■ a judgment  theretofore  recovered  by  the  said  defendant,  in  the  said  court 
of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  against  the  said  plaintiff,  cause  and  procure 
to  be  sued  and  prosecuted  out  of  the  court  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen, 
before  the  Queen  herself  at  Toronto,  a certain  writ  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen,  called  a writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  founded  on  the  judg- 
ment aforesaid,  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff,  directed 
to  the  sheriff  of  the  Colborne  District  aforesaid,  by  which  said  writ 
our  said  Lady  the  Queen  commanded  the  said  sheriff  that  he  should 
take  the  plaintiff*,  if  he  should  be  found  in  his  district,  and  him 
safely  keep,  so  that  he  might  have  his  body  before  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen  at  Toronto  on  the  last  day  of  Trinity  Terra  then  next,  to  satisfy 
the  defendant  in  the  sum  of  52^.  7s.  lOd.,  which  in  the  court  of  our  said 
lady  the  Queen  before  the  Queen  herself,  at  Toronto,  vvas  awarded  to 
the  defendant  for  his  damages  which  he  had  sustained,  as  well  on  occasion 
of  not  performing  certain  promises  and  undertakings  made  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  defendant,  as  for  his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in 
that  behalf  expended,  whereof  the  plaintiff  was  convicted  as  appears  to 
her  said  Majesty,  of  record,  and  that  the  said  sheriff  should  have  then 
there  the  said  writ ; and  the  said  defendant  contriving,  and  wickedly  and 
maliciously  and  vexatiously  intending  as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  and  before 
the  delivery  of  the  said  writ  to  the  said  sheriff,  on  the  10th  day  of  May 
in  the  year  aforesaid,  falsely,  maliciously  and  vexatiously,  and  without 
having  any  reason  or  reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  suspecting  or 
believing  that  the  plaintiff  had  parted  with  his  property,  or  made  any 
secret  or  fraudulent  conveyance  thereof,  in  order  to  prevent  its  being 
taken  in  execution,  caused  and  procured  the  said  writ  to  be,  and  the 
same  was  then  and  there  endorsed  with  a direction  to  the  said  sheriff  to 
levy  thereon  the  sum  of  49?.  Os.  2d,  and  interest  from  the  2nd  day  of 
May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1845,  11.  8s.  for  the  said  writ,  and  postao>es 
and  his  the  said  sheriff’s  fees,  and  being  so  marked  and  endorsed  as  afore- 
said, the  defendant,  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  return  thereof,  on 
the  21st  day  of  May,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  contriving,  and  falsely  and 
maliciously  and  vexatiously  intending  as  aforesaid,  and  without  having 
any  reason  or  reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  suspecting  or  believing  that 
the  plaintiff  had  parted  with  his  property,  or  made  any  secret  or  fraudu- 
lent conveyance  thereof,  in  order  to  prevent  its  being  taken  in  execution 
falsely,  wickedly,  maliciously  and  vexatiously  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be 
arrested  by  his  body,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  and  to  be 
thereupon  imprisoned  aud  kept  and  detained  in  prison  for  a long  space 
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of  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  eight  days,  then  next  following;  and  until 
the  plaintiif  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  day  of  May  in  the  year  afore- 
said, in  order  to  procure  his  discharge  from  the  said  imprisonment,  had 
paid  and  satisfied  him,  the  defendant,  the  aforesaid  damages,  whereas  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  he,  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  suing  forth  the  said 
writ,  and  of  the  said  arrest  and  imprisonment,  had  not  any  reason,  or 
reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  suspecting  or  believing  that  the  plaintiff 
had  parted  with  his  property,  or  made  any  secret  or  fraudulent  conveyance 
thereof  in  order  to  prevent  its  being  taken  in  execution,  by  means  of 
which  said  several  premises  the  plaintiff,  while  he  was  so  imprisoned  as 
aforesaid,  not  only  suffered  great  pain  of  body  and  mind,  and  was  greatly 
exposed  and  injured  in  his  credit  and  circumstances,  and  was  hindered 
and  preventd  from  performing  and  transacting  his  lawful  affairs  and 
business,  by  him  during  that  time  to  be  performed  and  transacted,  but 
was  also  forced  and  obliged  to  pay  and  expend  divers  sums  of  money,  in 
the  whole  amounting  to  a large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £20  of 
lawful  money  of  Canada,  in  and  about  the  obtaining  of  his  release  from 
the  said  arrest  and  imprisonment,  and  in  and  about  putting  in  bail  to  the 
limits  of  the  goal  of  the  said  Colborne  District,  and  in  and  about  other 
the  premises,  and  hath  been  and  is,  by  means  of  the  premises,  otherwise 
greatly  injured  and  damnified,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  plaintiff  of  £200, 
and  therefore  he  prays  relief,  &c.  The  defendant  demurs  specially  for 
the  following  causes : — That  the  said  bill  is  entitled  in  an  uncertain 
and  doubtful  manner,  and  does  not  state  or  set  forth  the  day  of  the 
month  and  year  in  which  the  same  was  filed  or  delivered,  or  any  other 
day  in  a certain  and  distinct  manner,  but  purports  to  be  entitled  of  two 
distinct  and  different  years  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty  the  now 
Queen.  And  further  that  it  does  not  certainly  appear  by  the  said  bill 
whether  the  plaintiff  sues  or  declares  or  complains  by  his  attorney  or  in 
person,  for  the  said  bill  states  in  its  commencement,  that  “ Thomas 
Murphy  complains,”  but  does  not  state  whether  he  complains  in  person 
or  by  his  attorney,  and  yet  the  said  bill  is  signed  by  one  George  B.  Hall, 
an  attorney  of  this  honourable  court,  as  attorney  for  the  plaintiff. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Crooks,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  plaintiff  in  entitling  his 
declaration  generally  of  the  term  according  to  the  old  practice,  has  violated 
one  of  the  new  rules,  which  requires  the  day  that  a pleading  is  tiled,  to  be 
inserted  at  the  commencement  of  the  pleading,  to  shew  the  true  date ; and 
the  declaration  is  therefore  open  to  this  exception  on  special  demurrer. 
It  is  also  bad  on  the  other  ground  pointed  out.  The  plaintiff  appears  in 
person  in  one  part  of  his  declaration,  and  in  another  part  by  his  attorney. 
This  is  uncertain  and  inconsistent,  and  a violation  of  the  rules  of  good 
pleading. 

Dalton  for  the  plaintiff. — It  may  be  doubted  whether  the  new  rules 
apply  to  actions  against  privileged  persons,  as  to  the  entitling  of  a hill, 
the  rule  evidently  being  intended  for  declarations,  and  subsequent  plead- 
ings ; but  at  any  rate  the  omission  of  the  true  date  is  no  cause  of 
demurrer.  If  the  defendant  desired  to  object  to  the  entitling  of  the  term, 
he  should  have  applied  to  set  aside  the  bill  for  irregularity,  as  the 
fault  objected  to  is  a matter  of  practice  and  not  an  error  in  pleading. 
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< — Neal  V.  Eichardson  (a).  The  other  ground  of  demurrer  is  equally 
untenable ; the  same  point  was  taken  in  Dobson  v.  Herne  (&),  hut  it  was 
. not  supported. 

. Kobinson,  C.  J. — It  is  no  ground  of  demurrer  that  the  plaintiff  does 
not  state  whether  he  sues  in  person  or  by  attorney.  In  Dobson  v.  Herne 
(6'),  it  was  made  a ground  of  special  demurrer,  but  the  exception  was 
abandoned. 

When  the  plaintiff,  in  the  commencement  of  his  declaration,  declares 
without  stating  that  he  does  so  by  attorney,  we  must  consider  that  he  is 
suing  in  person.  When  we  find  the  signature  of  an  attorney  to  the 
declaration,  that  is,  to  be  sure,  inconsistent,  and  shews  that  he  has  de- 
clared by  attorney ; but  it  is  not  a repugnance  of  one  part  of  the  decla- 
ration to  another..  There  is  no  inconsistency  in  the  statement  of  the 
cause  of  action. 

Neither  is  it  any  ground  of  demurrer  that  the  plaintiff  gives  no  date 
to  his  declaration,  as  required  by  the  rule  of  court ; or,  an  imperfect 
date.  It  is  an  irregularity  in  declaring,  not  a defect  in  the  pleading. 

The  declaration,  however,  is  slovenly,  and  ought  to  be  amended,  which 
it  may  be,  without  costs. 


Leave  to  amend  without  costs. 


Simpson  v.  Privat. 

To  a plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  in  assumpsit  on  a promissory  note,  the 
plaintiff  replied,  that  at  the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  he  was  resident 
in  Lower  Canada,  and  the  defendant  rejoined  that  he  also  was  a resident  in 
Lower  Canada  at  that  time  : the  rejoinder  was  held  bad  on  demurrer, 

Assumpsit  on  promissory  note.  Plea,  statute  of  limitations.  Eepli- 
cation,that  at  the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrued, the  plaintiff  was  resident 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  within  the  province  of  Lower 
Canada,  and  that  he  has  ever  since  continued  without  such  jurisdiction, 
and  still  remains,  and  is  resident  without  the  same.  Eejoinder,  that  at 
the  time,  when,  &c.,  he  the  defendant  was  resident  within  the  province 
of  Lower  Canada,  to  wit,  at  Montreal.  Special  demurrer,  and  joinder. 

CroohSj  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

BrookSy  for  the  defendant. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — There  is  no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  must  have  judg- 
ement on  this  demurrer.  The  case  of  Williams  v.  Jones,  {d)  is  in  point, 
and  is  much  stronger  than  this  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff ; for  there  it  was 
shewn,  that  in  Calcutta,  where  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  and  where  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  both  resided  at  the  time,  the  action  was  barred  by 
lapse  of  time,  or  at  least  it  was  so  contended  ; but  the  court  held  that, 
admitting  that  to  be,  yet,  as  the  debt  was  not  extinguished,  the  remedy 
could  not  be  barred  in  England,  (e) 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 


(a)  2 Dowl.  89.  See  also  6 Jurist,  1110.  (6)  1 Bos.  & P.  367.  (c)  Ib. 
{d)  13  East.  239.  (e)  See  10  B.  & C.  912. 
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James  Scott  Howard  v.  George  Walton. 

In  an  action  by  a treasurer  of  a district,  under  the  Division  Court  Act,  against 
the  clerk  of  a division  court  for  not  paying  over  monies  received  by  him,  it  is 
sufficient  to  declare  in  the  treasurer’s  own  name  for  money  had  and  received 
by  the  defendant  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  purposes  of  the  act. 

James  Scott  Howard,  the  Treasurer  of  the  Home  District,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  a certain  act  of  Parliament  of  this  province,  passed  in  the 
fifth  year  of  the  reign  of  our  Sovereign  Lady  Queen  Victoria,  entitled 
“ An  act  to  repeal  the  laws  now  in  force  in  that  part  of  the  province  for- 
merly Upper  Canada,  for  the  recovery  of  small  debts,  and  to  make  other 
provisions  therefor,’’  complains  of  George  Walton,  who  has  lately  been 
removed  from  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  Division  Court,  for  division 
number  one,  in  the  Home  District,  and  who,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of 
Pebruary,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1845,  was  duly  served  with  a notice 
signed  by  Robert  Easton  Burns,  Esquire,  then  and  now  Judge  of  the 
District  Court  of  the  Home  District,  as  such  judge,  and  by  the  plaintiff 
then  and  ever  since  being  treasurer  of  the  Home  District,  as  such 
treasurer,  whereby  the  said  defendant,  as  late  clerk  of  the  said  Division 
Court  was  required  to  account  for  and  pay  over  to  the  said  treasurer, 
within  the  time  required  by  law,  all  such  sums  as  should  remain  in  his 
hands  of  monies  received  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  but  who, 
although  twenty-one  days  after  the  said  service  of  such  notice  had  elapsed, 
long  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  neglected,  and  has  ever  since 
neglected  to  comply  with  such  notice  of  a plea,  that  he  the  said  defendant 
render  unto  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  500/.,  which  he  owes  to  and  unjustly 
detains  from  him.  Eor  that  whereas  the  defendant  having  been  such  late 
clerk,  and  so  removed  as  aforesaid,  and  having  had  such  notice  as  afore- 
said, and  having  neglected  as  aforesaid,  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day 
of  June  in  the  year  aforesaid,  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 
500/.,  for  money  received  by  the  defendant  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  for 
the  purposes  of  the  said  act  of  parliament  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  to 
be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  when  he  the  defendant  should  be  thereunto  after- 
v/ards  requested,  whereby  and  by  reason  of  the  said  last  mentioned  sum 
of  money  being  and  remaining  wholly  unpaid, an  action  hath  accrued  to  the 
plaintiff  to  demand  and  have  of  and  from  the  defendant  the  said  last  men- 
tioned sum  of  500/. ; yet  the  defendant,  although  often  requested  so  to 
dOj  hath  not  as  yet  paid  the  said  sum  of  500/.,  above  demanded,  or  any 
part  thereof  to  the  plaintiff ; but  he  to  do  this  hath  hitherto  wholly 
refused,  and  still  refuses,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  50/.,  and 
therefore  he  brings  his  suit.  Special  demurrer,  because  it  is  not  shewn 
the  deiendant  ever  was  clerk  of  the  Division  Court  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, or  that  he  was  removed  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit. 
That  it  is  not  shewn  that  Robert  Easton  Burns  was  Judge  of  the  Division 
Court  number  one ; that  it  is  not  shewn  the  notice  therein  alleged  to 
have  been  given  to  the  defendant  was  signed  by  Robert  Easton  Burns  as 
Judge  of  the  Division  Court ; that  it  is  not  shewn  how  it  was  that  the 
defendant  had  notice,  whether  personal  or  otherwise ; that  it  is  not 
shewn  within  what  time  the  notice  required  the  defendant  to  account  and 
pay  over  the  monies  in  the  declaration  mentioned ; that  it  is  not  shewn 
that  any  monies  did  remain  in  the  defendant’s  hands  to  be  accounted  for ; 
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that  there  is  no  positive  declaration  of  the  defendant’s  being  indebted, 
but  only  a recital  of  such  fact,  while  in  actions  of  debt  such  allegations 
should  be  positive  and  direct;  that  it  is  not  stated  the  sum  of  500Z.,  for 
which  the  plaintiff  professes  to  sue,  remains  in  the  defendant’s  hand’s; 
that  it  is  nowhere  alleged  the  plaintiff  sues,  or  that  the  defendant  was 
or  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  as  treasurer  of  the  Home  District;  that  it 
is  not  averred  the  plaintiff  received  any  monies  or  is  sued  as  the  late 
clerk  of  the  Division  Court,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  also  for 
that  the  declaration  is  in  other  respects  uncertain  and  insufficient. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

A.  Wilson,  for  demurrer. — The  plaintiff  has  set  out  various  matters  in 
his  declaration,  which  are  only  the  subject  of  evidence,  and  ought  not  to 
have  been  stated;  as  it  never  could  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  framers  of  the  statute,  that  any  such  special  declaration  as  this  was 
necessary.  The  declaration  is  not  positive,  the  statements  in  it  are  only 
by  way  of  recital,  and  are  therefore  objectionable,  and  the  form  of  com- 
mencement by  “whereas”  is  incorrect  in  debt. (a)  The  declaration  should 
have  been  simply  for  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff. 

VanJcoughnet,  for  plaintiff. — Although  the  simple  form  of  money  had 
and  received  by  the  defendant  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  statute,  might  have  been  sufficient,  it  by  no  means  follows  that 
the  setting  out  the  facts  specially,  as  has  been  done  here,  is  incorrect. 
The  averments  made  must  be  proved  in  evidence,  but  they  may  alsp  be 
stated  in  the  declaration,  to  shew  the  manner  in  which  the  plaintiff’s  right 
^of  action  has  accrued.  The  declaration  is  sufficiently  positive,  and  the 
form  of  recital  objected  against  it  is  to  be  found  in  all  the  books  of  forms 
in  pleading  in  debt. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  declaration  should,  I think,  under  the  16th 
clause,  be  simply  by  the  plaintiff,  either  as  James  Scott  Howard,  or  adding 
his  name  of  office,  against  the  defendant,  for  money  had  and  received 
by  him  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purposes  of  the  statute  4th  and 
5thYic.  ch.  3.  The  statute  is  intended  to  give  a summary  mode  of 
suing,  leaving  all  about  removal,  notice,  &c.,  to  be  shewn  in  evidence. 
It  seems  to  me,  that  as  this  is  framed,  it  is  liable  to  the  exception  of  lay- 
ing the  grounds  of  action  informally,  by  way  of  recital  only,  and  not  di- 
rectly averring  them.(&) 


Doe  DEM.  McDonald  v.  McDonald. 

Where  in  ejectment  the  deed  under  which  the  lessor  of  the  plaintih  claimed  was 
in  several  parts  illegible,  and  contained  no  description  by  which  the  part  of  the 
kt  intended  to  be  conveyed  could  be  certainly  ascertained,  and  there  was 
strong  evidence  that  the  deed  was  made  to  defeat  creditors,  the  court  set  aside 
a verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  rendered  in  opposition  to  the  direction  of  the  judge 
at  nisi  prius,  without  costs. 

Ejectment  for  Lot  Ho.  27,  in  the  Sixth  Concession  of  Lancaster.  The 
plaintiff  claimed  under  a deed  dated  3rd  August,  1824,  made  by  John 
McDonald,  his  father-in-law,  to  him,  of  part  of  the  north  half  of  Lot.  Ho. 
27,  in — (the  concession  and  township  were  not  legible,  and  the  descrip- 


2 Tvr.  468. 


1 B.  & P.  366-7. 
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tion  was  imperfect  and  nonsensical,  so  that  it  could  not  be  seen  how 
much,  or  what  part  of  the  lot,  whatever  it  might  be,  was  intended  to  be 
conveyed.)  The  deed  was  worn  by  time,  and  some  words  were  in  conse- 
quence illegible,  which  might  have  once  been  plainly  written;  but  it  was 
evident  that  it  never  contained  any  description  of  the  land  intended  to  be 
conveyed,  by  which  it  could  be  determined  what  part,  and  how  much 
passed  by  it.  It  never  had  been  registered.  On  the  30th  March,  1822, 
a judgment  was  entered  against  John  McDonald,  ats.  Maitland,  and  the 
whole  lot  was  sold  by  sheriff’s  sale  in  January,  1828,  under  a fi.  fa. 
against  lands  under  that  judgment,  and  was  conveyed  by  the  purchaser 
to  the  defendant,  who  had  been  in  possession  under  his  deed  for  many 
years.  There  was  evidence  to  prove  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  re- 
ceived the  deed  from  his  father  merely  to  enable  him  to  vote;  that  after 
the  conveyance,  the  father  continued  in  possession,  as  before,  and  was  in 
possession  at,  and  long  before  the  time  of  the  sheriff’s  sale;  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  said  to  be  then  in  the  penitentiary  in  the  United  States,  having 
never  registered  his  deed,  and  nothing  having  been  said  of  his  title  till 
long  after  the  defendant  was  in  possession  under  his  purchase.  The  jury 
were  directed  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  their  verdict,  but  they 
found  for  the  plaintiff. 

Vankoughnet  having  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  verdict  as 
being  contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  and  perverse. 

Brough  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not 
to  have  recovered.  His  deed  covers  no  land  whatever;  then,  the  debtor, 
his  father,  continuing  in  possession,  the  conveyance  was  such  as  should 
be  held  fraudulent  and  void  against  creditors;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  it  was  in  fact  a voluntary  conveyance,  given  for  a fraudulent  pur- 
pose, and  not  bona  fide,  and  the  rule  must  be  absolute,  without  costs,  as 
there  was  really  no  pretence  for  such  a verdict. 

Eule  absolute  without  costs. 


Smith  & Crooks  v.  Graham. 

Attorneys  suing  in  person  are  allowed,  in  this  court,  fees  for  the  same  services 
as  are  allowed  in  the  like  cases  in  England,  but  an  attorney  who  is  also  a 
barrister,  cannot  tax  a counsel  fee  to  himself  when  he  sues  in  person,  and 
conducts  his  own  cause  at  Nisi  Prius. 

Wilson  moved  to  revise  the  taxation  of  costs  in  this  cause,  and  that 
the  plaintiffs,  who  are  attorneys  of  this  court,  suing  in  person  for  a debt 
due  to  themselves,  might  be  restricted  to  the  allowance  of  disbursements 
only;  or,  to  shew  cause  why  all  other  charges  should  not  be  disallowed, 
except  those  for  disbursements,  and  drawing  the  necessary  pleadings, 
papers  and  records  in  the  cause.  Judgment  had  been  entered  and  execu'- 
tion  issued  for  the  costs  taxed  17/.  18s.  Ic?.,  and  the  amount  had  been 
paid  to  the  sheriff,  but  under  protest,  and  with  notice  that  an  application 
as  above  would  be  made.  The  bill  included  all  the  usual  items  for  in- 
structions, fees  on  process,  term  fees,  brief,  instructions  for  brief,  coun- 
sels fee,  &c.,  although  all  the  proceedings  at  nisi  prius  had  been  con- 
ducted % one  of  the  plaintiffs. 

GrookSj  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  shewed  cause. 


MADILL  V.  CHILVERS. 
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Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  question  is,  what  costs  an  attorney  suing  in 
his  own  name,  and  for  his  own  benfit,  can  properly  tax.  First,  as  fees 
or  allowances  to  himself  as  an  attorney;  secondly,  as  fees  to  counsel,  when 
he,  being  also  a barrister,  manages  his  own  case,  and  employs  no  other 
counsel. 

It  seems  that  by  the  English  practice,  an  attorney  suing  by  attach- 
ment of  privilege  is  allowed  to  tax  costs  for  attorney’s  services,  and  of 
course  for  disbursements,  as  in  other  cases,  though  probably  not  as  regards 
instructions  and  some  few  other  items,  such  as  instructions  for  brief,  pre- 
paring brief,  &c.  Counsel’s  fees,  we  are  of  opinion,  should  not  be  taxed 
for  him  as  counsel  in  his  own  cause,  and  therefore,  we  grant  an  order  to 
revise  taxation.  The  master  will  allow  the  plaintiffs  such  attorney’s  fees 
as  he  finds  to  be  taxed  in  similar  cases  in  England,  and  no  others,  striking 
out  all  counsel’s  fees.  If  any  question  arise  upon  particular  items,  when 
the  parties  are  before  him,  he  will  refer  to  the  judge  in  chambers. 

Eule  granted. 

Madill  V,  Chilvers, 


Where  in  trover  for  a waggon,  the  evidence  clearly  established  that  the  matter 
in  dispute  was  not  the  waggon,  but  two  of  its  wheels,  and  the  plaintiff  obtained 
leave  to  amend  his  declaration  at  nisi  prius,  by  adding  the  wheels,  but  the 
amendment  was  not  in  fact  made,  and  the  jury  gave  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
for  fifteen  shillings  ; the  court,  on  making  a rule  absolute  for  a new  trial,  without 
costs  against  which  no  cause  was  shewn,  held,  that  in  such  a case  the  amend- 
ment at  nisi  prius  should  have  been  made  only  on  payment  of  costs. 

The  plaintiff  declared  in  trover  for  a waggon.  The  defendant  pleaded 
the  general  issue  ; secondly,  that  the  waggon  'was  delivered  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  him,  as  a blacksmith,  to  be  repaired,  and  that  the  repairs  were  to 
be  paid  for  when  completed ; and  he  justifies  detaining  the  waggon  for 
his  lien.  The  plaintiff  replied  that  the  waggon  was  not  delivered  to  the 
defendant  on  such  a contract  as  he  alleges,  and  was  not  subject  to  such  a 
lien.  The  jury  having  found  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff  and  fifteen  shil- 
lings damages, 

L.  Robinson  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  on  the  law  and  evidence, 


without  costs. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  plaintiff  has  shewn  no  cause  against  making 
this  rule  absolute,  and  therefore,  according  to  the  practice,  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  the  new  trial,  in  the  terms  in  which  he  has  moved ; though 
at  any  time  during  the  term,  the  court  would  have  heard  the  plaintiff 
against  the  application,  if  he  had  desired  it.  We  have  looked  into  the 
notes  of  the  trial,  however,  to  see  whether  injustice  would  be  done  by 
granting  what  is  moved  for,  and  which  the  plaintiff  for  some  reason  seems 
not  to  have  thought  it  worth  his  while  to  oppose.  It  seems  that  trover 
was  improperly  brought  for  detaining  the  waggon,  when  only  two  of  the 
wheels  had  been  in  the  defendant’s  possession,  and  they,  and  not  the 
waggon,  were  the  occasion  of  the  dispute.  Then  at  the  trial,  on  this 
objection  being  taken,  leave  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend,  but  he 
did  not  in  fact  amend  by  limiting  his  action  to  the  two  wheels : the 
record  stands  as  it  did,  and  therefore,  in  point  of  fact,  the  ground  of  the 
objection  remains;  and  it  would  hardly  have  been  just  to  have  allowed 
amendment  in  such  case  on  other  terms  than  paying  costs,  since  if  the 
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action  had  been  at  first  brought  for  the  wheels  only,  the  defendant  might 
have  tendered  amends,  or,  at  all  events,  avoided  the  expense  of  a trial. 

Enle  absolute. 


Erwin,  Assignee  of  McDonell,  Sheriff,  v.  Powley. 

Where  a sheriffs  officer  served  a writ  upon  the  defendant,  who  informed  him  that 
the  writ  was  intended  for  another  person  of  the  same  name,  and  the  officer  took 
back  the  writ  to  serve  upon  the  other  person,  the  defendant  agreeing  that  if  he 
was  wrong  in  his  supposition  that  he  would  consider  the  service  as  good,  if 
writ  were  left  at  the  house  of  a third  person  named,  and  the  officer  did  not 
serve  the  other  party,  nor  leave  the  writ  as  directed,  but  having  made  affidavit  of 
the  service,  the  plaintiff  proceeded  with  the  cause  ; the  service,  and  all  subsequent 
proceedings,  were  set  aside  for  irregularity. 

Debt  on  gaol  limits  bond.  Ml  dicit.  Damages  assessed  at  56^.  16s. 
H.  Smith,  for  the  defendant,  moved  to  set  aside  the  service  of  the  writ 
of  ca.  re.,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings,  for  irregularity ; or,  to  set 
aside  the  assessment  of  damages,  with  costs,  no  notice  of  assessment 
having  been  served  in  due  time,  on  affidavits,  the  facts  contained  in  which 
sufficiently  appear  in  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

Qroohs  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion,  that,  upon  the  affidavits,  the  rule 
must  be  made  absolute  for  setting  aside  the  service  of  the  ca.  re.,  and  all 
subsequent  proceedings,  for  irregularity.  There  v^as  in  truth  no  service  of 
the  writ  upon  any  one.  The  sheriff’s  officer  takes  a writ,  really  for  one 
person,  to  another  person  of  the  same  name;  he  is  informed  of  his  error, 
and  directed  to  the  proper  party,  and  he  takes  back  the  writ,  saying  that 
he  will  go  to  this  other  party,  and  if  he  should  find  that  he  was  not  the 
right  person,  he  would  leave  the  process  at  the  house  of  a third  party, 
named,  which  this  defendant  said  he  would  agree  to  take  as  service. 
The  writ  was  never  served  on  the  right  person,  nor  left  for  the  other ; but 
nevertheless,  the  plaintiff  has  gone  on  against  this  party.  Eo  collusion 
is  shewn,  or  pretended.  Having  obtained  interlocutory  judgment,  the 
plaintiff  assessed  damages,  not  having  served  notice  of  assessment  on  any 
person,  till  after  the  commencement  of  the  assizes,  (a) 

Eule  absolute  for  setting  aside  the  assessment  of  damages, 
with  costs,  and  for  setting  aside  the  service  of  the  writ 

and  all  subsequent  proceedings,  without  costs. 

Doe  DEM.  McMillan  v.  Brock. 

A deed  made  by  a person  out  of  possession  of  the  land  conveyed,  when  there  are 
persons  in  possession,  claiming  the  fee  in  the  land  adversely  to  him,  is  void,  and 
passes  no  estate  to  the  vendee. 

Ejectment  for  the  West  half  of  Lot  ISTo,  25,  in  the  Third  Concession 
of  York,  west  side  of  Yonge  Street.  Verdict  for  defendant ; the  learned 
judge  ruling,  that,  as  there  were  persons  in  possession  claiming  the  fee 
adversely  to  the  person  who  conveyed  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  at  the 
time  that  such  conveyance  was  made,  the  deed  was  void,  and  the  defen- 
dant was  entitled  to  a verdict. 


(a)  See  Jarman  v.  Hooper,  9 Jurist,  246. 


JARVIS  V.  THOMPSON. 
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Pliillpotts,  for  the  plaintiff,  moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict  as  being 
contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection. 

Blake  shewed  cause. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — We  have  considered  the  evidence  given  on  the  trial. 

I Ou  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  exceedingly  suspicious,  involving  some 
remarkable  contradictions  in  regard  to  the  age  of  the  original  grantee, 
Winkle.  The  jury  most  probably  looked  on  the  title  as  fabricated,  both 
as  regards  the  deed  to  Keimps  and  the  deed  from  him.  It  would  be 
strange  indeed  that  Winkle  should  come  back  to  the  country  in  1819, 
where  he  had  resided  many  years,  merely  to  sell  his  land ; and  that 
neither  his  neighbours,  nor  his  friend,  Fisher,  should  have  seen  or  heard 
■ anything  of  him.  One  would  suppose  that  he  would  naturally  have 
desired  to  ascertain  what  the  land  was  then  worth.  He  must  then  have 
been  near  80  years  old,  if  Hartman’s  account  of  him  was  correct,  while 
one  witness,  who  swears  she  saw  him  in  1819,  thinks  he  was  between  40 
and  50.  This  would  rather  look  as  if  some  other  person  had  been  brought 
forward  to  personate  Winkle,  who  had  not  been  accounted  for  in  the 
meantime.  Then,  how  unlikely  it  seems  that  Keimps  should  buy  an 
estate  here  for  300  dollars,  and  pay  his  money,  and  then  leave  the 
country  immediately,  without  registering  his  deed,  and  go  back  to 
Germany,  and  stay  away  for  25  years,  taking  no  notice  of  his  land,  and 
' letting  any  one  occupy  it  in  the  meantime  that  chose.  Then  it  is  repre- 
. sented  that  in  1843,  he  comes  out  and  sells  his  land  for  350Z.  to  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  nothing  is  heard  of  him  since,  nor  of  the  350Z. 
Fbefore  or  since.  There  were  legal  objections  taken,  and  I do  not  see  how 
^ the  plaintiff  could  be  allowed  to  recover  against  the  20  years’  possession 
proved  ; nor  in  the  face  of  the  objection  that,  when  Keimps  made  the 
deed  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  there  were  other  persons  in  possession 
' claiming  the  fee  as  purchasers  from  a stranger  to  Winkle’s  title.  Set- 
ting these  objections,  however,  on  one  side,  if  the  jury  had,  upon  the 
evidence,  found  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not  satis- 
fied with  the  proof  of  the  two  conveyances  produced  by  the  plaintiff,  I 
should  certainly  so  far  uphold  their  verdict  as  to  grant  no  new  trial,  leaving 
it  to  the  plaintiff  to  bring  another  ejectment,  if  he  is  advised  to  do  so. 
We  shall  not,  certainly,  insist  upon  the  jury  giving  credit  to  Mr.  Hart- 
man’s evidence.  His  story  is  a strange  one. 

Rule  discharged. 

Jarvis  v.  Thompson  et  al. 

Where  a rule  nisi  was  obtained  to  set  aside  a verdict,  on  the  ground  that  the 
judge  at  nisi  prius  had  improperly  allowed  the  amendment  of  the  venire  on 
the  nisi  prius  record,  after  the  jury  were  sworn,  and  that  the  cause  was  tried 
without  the  jury  being  re-sworn  after  the  amendment,  and  it  appeared  that  it 
was  the  jurata  and  not  the  venire  that  was  amended,  the  rule  was  discharged. 

This  cause  was  at  issue  before  the  assizes  in  the  autumn  of  1844;  the 
venire  was  for  Michaelmas  Term,  and  the  jurata  for  Hilary,  unless  her 
Majesty’s  justices  should  first  come  on  the  7th  day  of  October.  The 
I record  was  entered  for  trial  again  at  the  last  spring  assizes,  no  altera- 
i tion  having  been  made  in  it,  and  the  record  stood  as  before.  The  defen- 
dant’s counsel  objected,  alter  the  jury  were  sworn,  that  there  was  no  jury 
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returned  to  try  the  cause,  for  that  the  venire  and  jurata  were  wrong, 
well  as  the  day  of  nisi  prius  ; leave  to  amend  was  prayed  and  granted  ; 
the  jury  were  not  re-sworn,  and,  contending  that  the  amendment  could 
not  legally  he  made. 

Mr.  Blake,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  made  no  defence,  but  now 
moved  against  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  account  of  the  want  of  a 
regular  venire,  and,  because  the  amendment  was  improperly  allowed  ; and 
that,  at  any  rate,  the  jury  should  have  been  re-sworn.  He  cited  Cheese 
V.  Scales,  (a) 

Brough  shewed  cause,  and  filed  an  affidavit  by  which  it  appeared  that 
the  venire  had  been  amended  before  the  record  was  entered.  He  then 
contended  that  the  defendant’s  rule  must  be  discharged,  inasmuch  as  the 
amendmeht  objected  to  was  in  the  venire,  which  had  not  been  amended 
at  nisi  prius,  and  not  in  the  jurata,  as  stated  in  the  defendant’s  rule. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  affidavit  on  which  this  motion  is  made,  refers 
only  to  the  error  in  the  venire ; and  now  it  is  sworn  that  the  alteration 
in  the  venire  was  made  before  the  record  was  entered,  and  the  appearance 
of  the  record  and  what  passed  at  the  trial  confirm  this.  Then  if  the 
] uratawas  wrong  when  therecord  wasentered,and  was  improperly  amended, 
still  no  motion  is  made  on  account  of  that;  so  that  we  cannot  properly  make 
this  rule  absolute.  IS'o  rule  was  moved  on  the  ground  of  merits.  It  is 
alleged,  that  owing  to  a reliance  on  some  understanding  with  the  plaintiff’s 
attorney,  the  defendant  had  not  time  to  procure  his  witnesses  ; but  that 
should  have  been  made  the  ground  of  an  application  to  put  off  tbe  trial- 
or  of  a motion  in  banc  afterwards  for  relief.  The  rule  before  us  is  on 
the  mere  ground  of  irregularity,  and  must  be  disposed  of  as  such. 

Eule  discharged. 


McMahon  v.  Skinner. 

In  an  action  for  seduction,  where  the  female  seduced  has  denied  on  her  exami- 
nation at  the  trial,  that  she  has  had  criminal  intercourse  with  others  besides 
the  defendant,  the  defendant  can  only  be  allowed  to  show,  in  answer  to  that, 
that  to  the  knowledge  of  his  witnesses  that  statement  was  not  true.  He  can- 
not be  permitted  to  ask  them  whether  they  had  themselves  had  connexion 
with  her. 

This  was  an  action  for  seduction,  and  a verdict  was  found  for  the 
plaintiff  with  one  shilling  damages.  At  the  trial  the  female  seduced  swore 
that  she  never  had  criminal  intercourse  with  any  other  but  the  defen- 
dant, and  on  the  defence  the  defendant’s  counsel  wished  to  ask  each  of  his 
witnesses  whether  he  had  not  had  such  intercourse  wdth  her,  but  the 
learned  judge  would  only  permit  him  to  ask  them  whether  to  their  own 
knowledge  that  statement  of  the  girl  was  not  true,  and  they  swore  that 
it  was  not. 

Crooks,  for  the  defendant,  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict for  the  rejection  of  this  evidence;  and  contended  that  it  ought  to  have 
been  received,  as  it  formed  a good  ground  for  the  jury  coming  to  a con- 


(a)  10  M-  &,  W.  488 


WRIGHT  V.  JOHNSON. 
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elusion  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  and  that  there  was  no  rule  of  law  to 
exclude  testimony  as  particular  in  its  nature  as  that  which  the  defendant 
wished  to  give.  He  cited  Yerry  v.  Watkins  {a.) 

A.  Bethune  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Thorpe  v.  Grier  (6.)  in  this  court. 

Kobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  which  was 
tendered  was  received  to  the  extent  that  it  ought  to  have  heen.  The 
witnesses  called  by  the  defendant  were  allowed  to  swear  in  general  terms 
that  the  declaration  of  the  girl,  that  she  had  never  had  criminal  inter- 
course with  others  than  the  defendant  was  to  their  knowledge  not  true. 
The  jury  heard  that  evidence,  and  no  doubt  believed  it,  and  were  led  by 
it  to  give  only  nominal  damages.  Further  than  that,  it  would  have  been 
improper  to  allow  such  evidence  to  operate  ; unless  the  jury  doubted,  in 
consequence,  whether  the  girl  swore  truly  in  charging  the  defendant  with 
having  had  connexion  with  her  at  all.  They  could  judge  much  better  at 
the  trial  than  we  can  now,  whether  there  was  any  reason  to  entertain 
doubt  on  that  point.  The  evidence  which  the  defendant  gave  (to  what- 
ever extent  it  was  desired  to  give  it)  only  furnished  ground  for  mitigation 
of  damages,  even  if  it  went  to  establish  that  the  defendant  was  not  the 
father  of  the  child,  and  it  has  had  that  effect,  for  the  verdict  is  ouly  for 
a shilling  : there  is  no  fault  to  be  found  with  the  verdict. 


■Where  in  a proceeding  to  dispossess  an  overholding  tenant,  under  4 Will.  I'V, 
ch.  I,  the  jury  found  in  favour  of  the  landlord,  the  court  refused  to  set  aside 
the  writ  of  possession  issued  on  that  finding,  and  restore  the  tenant  to  the 
possession,  on  the  ground  that  the  agent  of  the  landlord  had  received  a month’s 
rent  from  the  tenant  after  the  finding  of  the  jury. 

G,  Duggan  moved  to  set  aside  a writ  of  possession,  and  to  restore  the 
defendant  to  the  possession  of  certain  premises,  in  a proceeding  under 
4 Will.  lY.  ch.  1 (sec.  53  and  54),  against  an  overholding  tenant.  He 
filed  affidavits  to  shew  that  after  the  inquisition  the  agent  of  the  landlord 
accepted  a month’s  rent  from  the  tenant,  but  this  was  afterwards  explained 
in  the  landlord’s  affidavit. 

A.  Bethune  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  proceeding  by  landlord  against  tenant  under  this 
statute  is  beneficial  and  should  be  liberally  upheld,  being  cheaper,  and  more 
convenient  and  expeditious,  than  by  ejectment.  Under  the 5 4th  section,  this 
court  has  power  to  examine  into  the  proceedings,  on  motion  made  before 
the  end  of  the  second  term  after  the  issuing  of  the  precept,  and  if  they  see 
eause,  they  may  set  aside  the  proceedings  and  direct  that  the  party  shall 
be  restored  to  his  possession.  I see  no  sufficient  reason  for  such  an  inter- 
ference in  this  case.  The  proceedings,  as  to  demand  of  possession  and 
upon  the  inquisition,  were  regular.  The  jury  found  that  the  holding  had 
been  by  the  month,  and  that  the  time  had  expired  ; and  the  evidence 
returned  supports  that  finding.  If  the  tenant  had  any  defence,  hevolun- 


Eule  discharged. 


Wright  v.  Johnson. 


(a.)  7 C.  & P.  308. 
18 


(h.)  Ante  vol.  1,  page  628. 

u.  c.  Q.  B.  2 


1 
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tarily  waived  it  upon  being  advised  that  some  of  the  jurors  summoned 
were  firemen,  and  could  not  legally  serve  ; which  was  absurd,  because, 
though  they  are  exempt  from  serving,  they  are  not  incompetent  to  serve, 
and  if  they  were,  he  should  have  attended  and'objected.  Then  as  to  the 
acceptance  by  Mrs.  Wright’s  agent,  of  a month’s  rent,  after  the  term  had 
expired,  and  the  inquisition  had  been  found,  as  it  is  explained,  it  affords  no 
sufficient  reason  for  restoring  the  tenant  to  possession.  The  landlady  was 
entitled  to  compensation  for  the  time  that  the  tenant  over-held,  and  if  the 
taking  a month’s  rent  established,  in  strictness  of  law,  a new  tenancy,  it 
would  be  only  for  a month,  and  it  would  be  idle  to  interfere  on  such  a 
ground.  The  rule  must  be  discharged,  but  not  with  costs,  for  it  was 
improper  in  the  agent  to  take  rent,  as  for  a month’s  rent  beyond  the 
period  when  the  tenancy  had,  at  his  instance,  been  dissolved ; and  by 
doing  so  he  has  occasioned  this  motion. 

Eule  discharged. 


Hodgkinson  V.  Donaldson. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  the  defendant’s  attorney  seeking  the 
advice  of  counsel  upon  some  difficult  points  of  pleading  that  were  likely  to 
arise  in  the  defence,  undertook  to  allow  the  plaintiff’s  attorney  to  enter  his 
record  at  any  time  during  the  assizes,  and  to  go  to  trial  ; after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  assizes,  the  defendant’s  attorney  pleaded  a special  plea,  to  which 
the  plaintiff  new  assigned,  and  the  defendant  again  pleaded  specially  to  the 
new  assignment,  and  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially  ; the  defendant  thereupon 
gave  the  plaintiff  notice  that  if  he  proceeded  to  assess  contingent  damages,  he 
should  move  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  for  irregularity ; the  plaintiff  pro- 
ceeded to  assess  his  damages,  and  the  court  made  a rule  absolute  to  set  the 
verdict  aside,  without  costs. 

Trespass  quare  clausum  fregit.  First  count  for  trespass  to  part  of  Lot 
No.  8,  in  the  Second  Concession  of  Grantham.  Second  count,  for  tres 
pass  to  another  close  of  the  plaintiff’s,  describing  it  so  as  to  embrace  the 
road  allowance  between  Lots  8 in  the  First  and  Second  Concessions. 
The  defendant  justified  the  trespasses,  as  committed  on  a certain  public 
highway  which  he  described,  and  which  he  averred  ran  through  and  over 
the  closes  mentioned  in  the  declaration.  The  plaintiff  replied  extra  viam. 
The  defendant  pleaded  to  the  trespasses  newly  assigned  the  general  issue 
and  a special  plea,  which  was  demurred  to.  Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  one 
shilling  damages  on  the  issue,  and  contingent  damages  were  assessed  on 
the  demurrer  at  one  shilling.  The  defendant  moved  to  set  aside  the 
verdict  for  irregularity,  or  for  a new  trial  on  the  law  and  evidence.  The 
irregularity  object  to  was  this  : the  defendant  had  difficulty  in  framing 
his  plea,  not  being  able  to  get  from  his  client  a description  of  the  highway 
such  as  he  wished  to  insert  in  it,  and,  in  order  to  make  the  plaintiff  easy 
about  the  delay,  he  wrote  to  him,  engaging  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  enter 
“his  record  at  any  time  during  the  assizes,  and  go  to  trial.”  During  the 
assizes,  the  defendant  having  got  his  plea  drawn  and  settled  by  counsel, 
delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff,  who  immediately  replied  by  new  assigning. 
The  defendant  then  pleaded  to  the  new  assignment  the  general  issue,  and  , 
the  special  plea,  which  the  plaintiff  demurred  to  specially;  and  what  the 
defendant  objected  to  was,  that  it  was  not  consistent  with  his  undertaking, 
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that  he  should  be  compelled  to  acquiesce  in  the  plaintiffs  taking  his 
cause  to  trial,  for  the  purpose  of  assessing  damages  contingent  on  a special 
demurrer.  The  defendant  contended  also,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  upon  the  pleadings,  without  shewing  that  the  trespass  on  the  place 
newly  assigned  as  extra  viam,  was  within  the  ground  included  by  the 
plaintiff’s  abuttals  in  the  declaration.  The  evidence  at  the  trial  proved 
thab  the  defendant  intending,  as  he  alleged,  to  go  only  upon  the  road 
allowance  between  the  Lots  8 in  the  First  and  Second  Concessions,  which 
both  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  had  cut  down  timber  and  otherwise  tres- 
passed on  the  plaintiff’s  Lot  8,  in  the  Second  Concession.  The  dispute 
was  where  the  road  should  be.  The  boundary  commissioners  had  settled 
it,  and  planted  monuments  to  mark  it,  but  the  defendant  not  abiding  by 
their  decision,  went  to  the  west  and  south  of  it,  on  the  plaintiff’s  land. 
The  cause  was  undefended  at  the  trial. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron  having  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
for  irregularity,  or  for  a new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was 
contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  contended  that  the  agreement  made  between 
the  attornies  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  did  not  authorize  the 
plaintiff  to  proceed  to  an  assessment  of  damages  contingent  on  demurrer. 
The  undertaking  was,  that  the  defendant  would  go  to  trial,  and  that  he 
was  fully  perpared  to  do,  if  the  plaintiff  had  taken  issue  upon  his  plea. 
The  case  of  Stevens  v.  Pell,  (a)  is  in  point.  There  the  defendant  on 
obtaining  time  to  plead,  entered  into  the  usual  undertaking  to  plead 
issuably,  and  take  short  notice  of  trial,  and  the  plaintiff  demurred  to  his 
pleas,  and  gave  him  notice  of  executing  a writ  of  inquiry  on  the  demurrer ; 
this  was  objected  to  as  irregular,  as  the  undertaking  did  not  bind  him  to 
allow  damages  to  be  assessed  on  short  notice,  but  only  to  take  short 
notice  of  trial ; and  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that  such  was  the  effect 
of  the  undertaking.  The  only  difference  in  this  case  is,  that  here  the 
undertaking  of  the  parties  is  not  embodied  in  any  rule  of  court ; but  the 
effect  of  the  agreement  in  both  cases  is  the  same.  The  cause  was  unde- 
fended at  nisi  prius,  but  independent  of  any  question  of  irregularity,  the 
verdict  is  incorrect  upon  the  evidence  given.  The  plaintiff  was  bound  to 
prove  two  trespasses,  one  in  the  way  and  the  other  without  it ; and  as 
the  ways  are  set  out  by  abuttals  in  the  pleadings,  it  was  necessary  that  it 
should  have  been  distinctly  shewn  that  these  trespasses  were  committed 
without  those  abuttals ; but  no  such  evidence  appears  on  the  notes  of  the 
learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause,  and  the  verdict  therefore  upon  the 
evidence  should  have  been  for  the  defendant. 

Eccles  shewed  cause. — The  letter  of  the  defendant’s  attorney  was  quite 
sufficient  to  justify  the  plaintiff  in  the  course  he  pursued.  If  the  defen- 
dant were  not  bound  by  the  undertaking,  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  a 
party  at  any  time,  under  such  circumstances,  pleading  a demurrable  plea, 
'and  thus  precluding  the  plaintiff  from  proceeding  to  assess  damages  j for 
^jthe  meaning  of  the  undertaking  to  proceed  to  trial  was,  that  the  plaintiff’s 
[cause  should  be  tried  at  all  events,  and  not  that  it  should  depend  upon 
khe  particular  shape  that  the  pleadings  might  assume  whether  a trial 
ishould  be  had  or  not.  Upon  the  other  ground,  the  defendant  ought  not 
liuow  to  be  allowed  to  object,  he  made  no  defence  at  the  trial,  relying  upon 


{a)  2 C.  & Meeson,  421. 
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the  plaintiff’s  irregularity,  and  his  objections  in  that  respect  should  not  ’ 
avail  him  now ; he  ought  not  to  he  allowed  to  take  advantage  of  any 
deficiency  in  the  evidence  at  nisi  prius.  | 

Kobinson,  C.  J. — With  regard  to  the  ground  of  irregularity,  the  case 
cited  from  2 C.  &.  Meeson,  421,  seems  certainly  to  he  in  point,  to  shew  f 
that  the  defendant  could  not  be  held  hound  to  agree  to  go  to  trial,  under  i 
the  circumstances  of  a special  demurrer  having  been  filed  to  his  plea.  For 
my  own  part,  I must  say  that  I do  not  clearly  see  the  justice  of  that  ,j 
decision,  where  it  can  be  said,  as  I believe  it  can  in  this  case,  that  the  ] 
delay  was  entirely  an  indulgence  granted  to  the  defendant,  and  that  it  was  ! 
his  delay  alone  w'hich  led  to  his  acceding  to  the  terms  of  allowing  the  i 
plaintiff  to  enter  his  record  at  any  time,  and  dispensing  with  notice.  Then  ;i 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  plaintiff  should  he  as  much  at  liberty  to  demur  tj 
generally  or  specially,  as  he  could  have  been  if  the  plea  had  been  filed  J 
when  it  ought  to  have  been.  My  brothers,  I believe,  all  think  that  the  ii 
objection  on  the  ground  of  irregularity,  is  entitled  to  prevail ; we  should  Ij 
at  all  events  have  felt  it  right  to  grant  a new  trial,  under  the  circum-  i 
stances,  as  the  right  was  not  '^even  tried,  in  consequence  of  the  party  j 
relying  on  this  ground.  i 

Eule  absolute,  without  costs.  j 

n 


Hardy  v.  Hall  et  al. 

Under  the  repealed  statute  7 Victoria,  ch,  31,  the  recognizance  of  the  bail  was  j 
not  forfeited  by  the  non-payment  of  the  condemnation  money  on  the  recovery 
of  judgment,  unless  the  alternative  condition  in  the  recognizance  was  not  i;| 
complied  with.  ^ 

The  legislature  having  made  no  provision  in  the  act  by  which  the  statute  7 Vic. 
ch,  31  was  repealed,  for  continuing  the  proceedings  commenced  under  the  il 
repealed  statute,  no  proceedings  can  now  be  taken  against  bail  under  such  ’iij 
recognizance.  ' | 

The  plaintiff  declares,  for  that  whereas  the  defendants  heretofore,  to  wit, 
on  the  5th  day  of  February,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1845,  of  Easter  Term,  j 
in  the  8th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lady  the  now  Queen,  came  into  the  court  \\{ 
of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  before  thejustiees  of  the  Bench  of  our  said  lady 
the  Queen,  at  Toronto,  in  the  Home  District,  in  their  own  proper  per- 
sons,  and  there  became  pledges  and  hail,  and  each  of  them  became  pledge  i| 
and  hail,  in  the  sum  of  86^.  13s.  lOc^.  for  one  John  William  Shackleton,  :«! 
that  if  he  should  be  condemned  in  a certain  action  of  debt  then  depending  1 1 
in  the  said  court,  by  and  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  against  the  said  John  1 
William  Shackleton,  the  then  defendant  (in  which  said  action  he,  the  said  ] 1 
John  William  Shackleton,  had  been  held  to  hail  by  the  now  plaintiff  for  M 
the  sum  of  43Z.  6s.  7d.  of  lawful  money  of  Canada),  and  should  neglect  | ; 
or  refuse  to  pay  the  costs  and  condemnation  money,  or  to  appear  per-  j i 
.sonally  in  open  court,  or  before  any  judge  or  commissioner  of  the  said  ; j 
court  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  when  thereunto  required  by  notice  to  ' 
he  left  with  either  of  the  said  bail  and  with  the  then  defendant,  or  at  his  ; 
or  their  last  place  of  abode,  at  least  twenty  days  before  the  day  on  which  | 
he  should  be  required  to  appear,  and  then  to  answer  such  questions  or  I 
interrogatories  as  should  be  propounded  to  him  touching  his  lands,  tene-  j 
ments,  goods,  chattels,  money,  rights  or  credits,  then  and  in  such  case  | 
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they,  the  said  bail,  the  now  defendants,  would  pay  the  costs  and  con- 
demnation money  for  him,  as  by  the  record  of  the  recognizance  still 
remaining  in  the  said  court  herefuUy  appears ; and,  although  the  plaintiff 
afterwards,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  14th  day  of  J une,  in  the  year  aforesaid, 
by  the  judgment  of  the  said  court,  recovered  in  the  said  action  against 
the  said  John  William  Shackleton,  the  sum  of  Is,  damages  for  the  deten- 

Ition  of  the  said  debt,  and  the  sum  of  47/.  175.  6c/.,  the  damages  assessed 
upon  the  breaches  assigned  in  the  said  action,  as  also  the  sum  of  18/.  7s.  5c/, 
for  his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf  expended ; 
which  said  damages,costs  and  charges,  in  the  whole,  amount  to  66/.  5s.  1 Id. 
whereof  the  said  John  William  Shackleton  was  convicted,  as  by  the 
record  and  proceedings  thereof,  still  remaining  in  the  said  court  of  our 
faaid  lady  the  Queen,  before  the  justices  of  the  bench  of  our  said  lady  the 
Queen,  here  more  fully  appears;  and,  although  the  said  John  William 
►Shackleton  hath  not  been  required  by  any  notice  given  personally  either 
to  himself  or  to  the  said  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  or  left  at  his  or 
their  or  either  of  their  last  place  of  abode,  to  appear,  and  hath  not  ap- 
, peared  personally  in  open  court,  or  before  a judge  or  commissioner  of  the 
i said  court  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  to  answer  such  questions  or  inter- 
f rogatories  as  might  be  propounded  to  him  as  touching  his  lands,  tenements, 
Mgoods,  chattels,  money,  rights  or  effects;  yet  the  said  John  William 
f Shackleton  hath  not  paid  the  costs  and  condemnation  money  in  the  said 
action,  or  either  or  any  part  thereof,  according  to  the  said  recognizance  ; 

. and  as  well  the  said  recognizance  as  the  said  judgment  still  remain  in 
force ; and  the  plaintiff  hath  not  obtained  any  execution  or  satisfaction  of 
the  said  judgment,  whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to 
liemand  and  have  of  the  defendants  the  sum  of  66/.  5s.  11c/.,  in  form 
aforesaid  recovered,  &c. — To  this  declaration  the  defendants  demur  spe- 
; iially,  that  it  does  not  appear  by  the  said  declaration  that  the  defendants 
, became  or  are  in  any  way  bound  or  liable  to  the  said  plaintiff ; that  it 
ioes  not  appear  from  the  said  declaration  that  any  judgment  was 
recovered  in  any  court  in  this  province  against  the  said  John  William 
> Shackleton : and  further,  that  it  appears  from  the  said  declaration  that* 
:he  said  John  William  Shackleton  was  not  required  by  any  notice  given 
personally  either  to  himself  or  to  the  said  defendants  or  either  of  them, 
)r  left  at  his  or  their  or  either  of  their  last  place  of  abode,  to  appear  per- 
. jonally  in  open  court,  or  before  any  judge  or  commissioner  of  the  said* 
jourt  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  to  answer  such  questions  or  interroga- 
pries  as  might  be  propounded,  touching  his  lands,  tenements,  goods, 

. [jhattels,  money,  rights  or  credits,  or  that  he  was  in  any  way  required  to 
■ippear,  as  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned : and  further,  that  it  does 
' iiot  appear  from  the  said  declaration,  nor  is  it  alleged  that  the  said  John 
[William  Shackleton  did  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  the  costs  and  condemna- 
jion  money,  or  to  appear  personally  in  open  court,  or  before  any  judge  or 
commissioner  of  the  said  court  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  when  there- 
anto  required  by  notice  to  be  left  with  either  of  said  bail  and  with  the 
Ihen  defendant,  or  at  his  or  their  last  place  of  abode,  at  least  twenty  days 
pefore  the  day  on  which  he  should  be  required  to  appear,  and  then  to 
|inswer  such  questions  or  interrogatories  as  shall  be  propounded  to  him, 
touching  his  lands,  tenements,  goods,  chattels,  money,  rights  or  credits ; 
[md  further,  that  no  legal  liability  appears  in  the  said  declaration,  to 
jjntitle  the  plaintiff  to  bring  this  action  against  the  defendants. 
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Hagartyy  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  ; 
recover  against  these  defendants,  as  the  statute  under  which  the  recogni-  ' 
zance  of  bail  was  entered  into  has  been  repealed  by  the  Insolvent  Act  of  , 
last  session,  and  no  provision  has  been  made  for  the  continuance  of  the  ; 
proceedings  under  the  repealed  act.  Eut  the  defendants  contend,  that 
even  if  the  statute  was  in  force,  the  court  could  not  put  such  a construe-  ! 
tion  upon  the  recognizance  as  the  plaintiff  contends  for.  The  fifth  section  li 
of  the  statute  gives  the  form  of  the  recognizance  as  follows  : “that  if  the  li 
defendant  or  defendants  shall  be  condemned  in  the  action,  and  shall  ! 
neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  the  costs  and  condemnation  money,  or  to  appear  i 
personally  in  open  court,  or  before  any  judge  or  commissioner  of  the 
court  wherein  such  bail  shall  be  taken,  when  thereunto  required  by  ji 
notice  to  be  left  with  either  of  such  bail,  and  with  the  defendant,  or  at  i 
his  or  their  last  place  of  abode,  at  least  twenty  days  before  the  day  on  ; 
which  he  shall  be  required  to  appear,  and  there  to  answer  such  questions  | 
or  interrogatories  as  shall  be  propounded  to  him,  touching  his  lands,  ij 
tenements,  goods,  chattels,  money,  rights  or  credits,  then  and  in  such  i 
case  the  bail  will  pay  the  costs  and  condemnation  money  for  him  ; ” and  ;| 
the  seventh  section  directs  that  an  exoneretur  shall  be  entered  on  the  ji 
bail  piece,  if  no  examination  shall  be  had  within  two  terms  after  the  J 
judgment.  What  ever  doubt  there  may  be  about  the  language  used  by  j 
the  legislature,  there  can  be  none  that  the  intention  was  only  to  make  j 
the  bail  liable  for  the  amount  of  the  judgment  on  default  being  made  in  ii 
the  performance  of  the  other  part  of  the  condition,  and  as  such  perform-  lii 
ance  is  not  alleged  in  this  declaration,  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  i‘ 
judgment. 

CrmvforAy  for  plaintiff.  If  the  construction  of  the  recognizances  con-  iji 
tended  for  by  the  plaintiff  is  the  true  one,  it  can  be  of  no  importance 
that  the  legislature  omitted  to  provide  for  the  continuance  of  the  repealed  ill 
act  in  respect  to  suits  already  commenced,  as  the  condition  of  the  recog- 1| 
nizance  would  then  be  for  the  payment  of  the  money  only,  and  the  jj 
recognizance  might  be  properly  enforced.  The  words  of  the  condition  n 
are,  “ if  the  defendant  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay,  &c.,”  “ or  to  appear 
when  thereunto  required  by  notice,  &c.,”  and  these  words  certainly  give; 
the  plaintiff  the  option  to  give  the  notice,  and  if  the  option  rests  with : 
him,  he  may  require  the  bail  to  perform  the  other  part  of  the  condition.  , i 

Robinson,  C.  J.— We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  defendants  could  !ii 
only  be  made  liable  under  their  recognizance,  in  case  the  defendant  in  |j 
the  original  action,  for  whom  they  gave  bail,  failed  in  both  the  alternatives  |h 
of  his  recognizance ; that  is,  that  having  been  notified  to  appear  and  li 
answer  interrogatories,  he  neither  did  so  appear,  nor  paid  the  debt,  &c.  :i 

This  is  an  attempt  to  fix  the  bail  with  the  debt,  simply  because  they!' 
have,  and  the  defendant  has  not,  satisfied  the  judgment,  but  this  was 
clearly  not  the  intention  or  effect  of  their  undertaking,  and  it  could  never  ! i 
have  been  contended  that  they  could  be  so  charged,  if  it  had  not  unfortu-H 
nately  happened  that  the  legislature,  when  they  repealed,  in  the  last  j l 
session,  the  statute  under  which  recognizances  in  this  form  had  been  i 
given  omitted  to  allow  the  proceedings  in  actions  already  begun  to  go  on  i 
to  the  end  under  its  provisions.  j 

The  effect  of  this  omission  may  be  inconvenient  to  plaintiff,  but  wej 
cannot  make  this  the  ground  of  giving  a construction  to  the  recoenizaneci 
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which  was  never  before  thought  of,  and  which  would  place  the  bail  in  a 
most  unfair  position,  since  by  the  repeal  of  the  statute  they  can  now  have 
no  other  way  of  acquitting  themselves  than  by  paying  the  money. 


Myers  v.  Cornell. 

,The  admissions  of  the  holder  of  an  over-due  note  are  admissible  in  evidence, 
without  calling  him,  against  a person  to  whom  he  has  subsequently  transferred 
the  note,  in  action  brought  upon  the  note  by  such  subsequent  assignee. 

Assumpsit.  The  plaintiff  sued  on  three  promissory  notes,  made  on 
the  23rd  June,  1839,  by  the  defendant,  payable  to  one  Brown,  or  bearer, 
one  day  after  date,  for  25^.  currency  each,  which  were  all  averred  to  have 
been  delivered  by  Brown  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  pleaded  1st, 
That  he  did  not  make  the  notes  or  either  of  them ; secondly,  to  the  first 
count,  that  the  note  therein  mentioned  was  illegally  given  by  the  defen- 
dant to  Brown,  for  money  won  at  play ; thirdly,  that  he  and  Brown,  on 
the  23rd  June,  1839,  agreed  to  play  at  a certain  unlawful  game  called  &c., 
for  2JZ.,  and  that  the  defendant  should  give  his  note  to  him  for  25^.,  to 
secure  the  money,  if  he  should  lose  the  game  ; he  then  averred  that  he 
did  give  the  note,  and  lose  the  game,  and  Brown  retained  the  note, which  is 
the  same  as  that  declared  upon.  The  same  pleas  were  pleaded  to  the  2nd 
and  3rd  counts ; and  to  all  three  of  the  counts,the  defendant  pleaded  that 
i^iJhe  note  mentioned  in  each  respectively  was  obtained  from  him  by  Brown, 
|i  by  fraud  and  misrepresentation,  and  without  any  valuable  consideration  ; 

and,  that  tJie  plaintiff  took  the  said  notes  respectively  from  Brown^  with  full 
‘ knowledge  that  they  had  so  been  obtained;  and  he  pleaded  further,  a separate 
■ plea  to  each  of  the  three  counts,  in  which  he  averred  that  the  note  was 
obtained  from  him,  by  Brown  fraudulently,  and  without  any  valuable 
consideration,  and  that  the  plaintiff  took  them  from  Brown  after  they 
became  due — (not  alleging  that  he  knew  anything  of  the  fraud  or  want 
of  consideration).  The  plaintiff  replied  to  all  the  special  pleas  de  injuria. 
Two  witnesses  were  produced  on  the  trial,  who  proved  that  Brown,  about 
the  time  these  notes  were  dated,  offered  to  dispose  of  them  to  them, 
acknowledging  that  he  had  won  them  from  Cornell,  at  cards.  Brown  then 
held  the  notes,  and  they  must  have  been  over-due,  as  they  were  all  pay- 
able a day  after  their  date.  It  was  objected  that  the  evidence  of  Brown’s 
^ statements  to  others  was  not  admissible  in  this  action.  The  verdict  was 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issue,  and  for  the  defendant  on  all  the  others. 

Crooks,  for  the  plaintiff,  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  for  misdi- 
rection, and  for  the  reception  of  improper  evidence,  and  on  the  law  and 
evidence. 

Bell  shewed  cause. 

Kobinson,  C.  J. — As  the  jury  found  for  the  defendant  on  all  the 
special  pleas,  they  must  have  found  that  the  plaintiff,  when  he  took,  the 
notes,  knew  that  they  had  been  given  without  consideration  and  for  a 
gambling  debt ; but  as  that,  if  proved  at  all,  was  proved  only  by  Brown’s 
admissions,  the  question  still  is,  whether  his  admissions  were  legally 
received  in  evidence.  This  seems  to  be  a point  on  which  the  decisions 
have  not  been  always  quite  consistent ; but  on  examining  the  cases  which 
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are  collected  by  Mr.  Chitty,  in  his  Treatise  on  Bills, (a)  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  admissions  of  Brown, while  he  held  the  notes, which  this  plaintiff 
afterwards  took  by  delivery  from  him,  when  they  were  over-due,  were 
properly  received  in  evidence.  Beauchamp  v.  Parry,(6)  Phillips  v. 
Cole,(r)  and  Barrow  v.  White,  seem  to  us  to  establish  this ; and  also 
Benson  v.  Marshall,  cited  in  Dowling  and  E,yland.(e)  It  is  not  easy  to 
see  how  the  language  of  the  courts  in  these  cases  can  be  reconciled  with 
what  was  held  by  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Duckham  v.  Wallis  ; (/)  but  that 
was  a decision  at  nisi  prius,  and,  on  going  through  the  case  both  before 
and  after  that,  we  are  compelled,  I think,  to  hold  that  the  admissions  of 
Brown,  that  the  notes  were  given  to  him  by  Cornell  in  a gaming  transac- 
tion, were  receivable,  though  he  was  alive  and  might  have  been  produced, 
the  notes  being  over-due,  and  being  at  the  time  of  such  admissions  in  his 
hands.  We  do  not  think  that  we  can  draw  any  distinction  between  the 
cases  of  a person  taking  a bill  by  indorsement  when  it  is  payable  to  order, 
or  taking  it  by  delivery  from  the  payee  when  it  is  payable  to  bearer. 

Eule  discharged. 


Walbridge  et  ai.  V.  Follett 

Where  in  assumpsit  on  bills  of  exchange  and  for  goods  sold,  the  defence  was  that 
the  bills  had  been  given  for  the  price  of  goods  bought  from  the  plaintiffs  in 
a foreign  country,  and  which  they  had  assisted  the  defendant  in  smuggling  into 
this  country,  and  some  evidence  was  given  to  that  effect,  but  the  jury  found  for 
the  plaintiffs,  the  court  refused  to  grant  a new  trial. 

Assumpsit  on  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes,  and  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered.  The  defendant  pleaded  that  the  bills  were  drawn  by 
the  plaintiffs  on  the  defendant  and  acceped  by  him,  on  account  of 
foregin  goods  bought  by  the  defendant  from  the  plaintiffs  in  the  State  of 
Kew  York,  for  the  purpose  of  being  smuggled  into  this  province,  and  that 
the  plaintiffs  had  them  packed  in  a convenient  manner  for  smuggling,  and 
falsely  marked,  and  assisted  the  defendant  in  smuggling  the  same  into 
this  province.  He  pleaded  also  that  a note,  declared  on  in  the  5th 
count,  given  by  the  defendant  to  Messrs.  Walbridge  and  Company  or 
order,  and  indorsed  by  them  to  the  plaintiffs,  was  given  for  the  price  of 
smuggled  goods,  which  the  plaintiffs  assisted  him  in  smuggling  into  this 
province ; that  the  plaintiffs  took  the  note  as  indorsees  after  it  became 
due  and  with  a full  knowledge  of  the  illegal  consideration  for  which  it 
was  given.  To  the  counts  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  and  on  an  account 
seated,  a similar  defence  was  pleaded.  The  plaintiffs  denied  the  truth  of 
these  pleas.  At  the  trial  the  defendant  called  the  son  of  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  their  clerk  to  establish  the  defence,  but  it  was  not  very 
satisfactorily  substantiated  what  portion  of  the  goods  had  been  packed  in 
such  a manner  as  to  facilitate  the  smuggling,  the  learned  judge  however 
directed  the  jury,  that  if  they  believed  the  testimony  they  should  find  for 
the  defendant.  They  found  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  whole  amount  of 
the  claim,  2,017/.  14s.  l^d. 

(a)  Pages  663-5.  (6)  1 B.  & Ad.  89.  {c)  10  Ad.  & Ell.  106. 

{d)  4 B.  & C.  325.  (£)!  Vol  4,  p.  732.  {f)  5 c.  2-51. 
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Sullivan,  for  the  defendant,  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  law,  evidence,  and  the  judge’s 
charge. 

Eccles  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  defence  urged  in  this  case,  namely,  that  the 
plaintiffs  are  seeking  to  recover  the  price  of  smuggled  goods,  rests  at  this 
day  on  the  same  ground  on  which  it  was  placed  by  decisions  of  the  court 
in  the  times  of  Lords  Mansfield  and  Kenyon  (a).  The  foreign  merchant, 
selling  in  his  own  country  to  an  inhabitant  of  Canada  goods  which  he 
knows  are  intended  to  be  smuggled,  is  not,  by  the  mere  knowledge  of  that 
intention,  disabled  from  recovering  the  price  of  them  in  our  courts  ; but 
if  he  in  any  manner  assists  in  smuggling  them  into  this  country,  then  he 
is  held  not  to  be  entitled  to  receive  the  benefit  of  our  laws  for  enforcing 
his  contract.  The  case  cited  (b),  shews  this  to  be  the  principle  which 
still  governs.  The  act  of  assistance,  in  that  case,  was  the  same  which 
was  held  in  a case  that  has  occurred  in  this  court  to  be  sufficient  to 
defeat  the  plaintiff’s  recovery — the  making  false  or  double  invoices  in 
Older  to  enable  the  buyer  to  enter  them  at  an  under  value.  The  act  of 
assistance  alleged  here  is  perhaps  quite  as  strong,  and  certainly  sufficient, 
if  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury.  It  appeared  to  the  learned 
judge,  at  the  trial,  to  be  conclusive,  if  the  jury  found  it  to  be  satisfac- 
torily established.  They  gave  a verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  from  which  we 
may  infer  that  they  did  not  give  implicit  credit  to  the  defendant’s  wit- 
nesses, They  probably  thought  that,  as  the  sum  claimed  was  large,  the 
temptation  to  evade  payment,  by  setting  up  a defence  of  this  kind,  was 
great  in  proportion.  The  witnesses  on  whom  the  defendant  relied  for 
proving  that  the  plaintiffs  had  packed  some  of  the  goods  in  a peculiar 
manner,  at  their  request,  in  order  to  facilitate  their  being  smuggled,  were 
the  son  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  his  clerk  or  servant ; the  account  as 
to  what  portions  of  the  goods  were  so  marked,  was  not  very  clear.  If 
upon  the  evidence  that  was  given  the  jury  had  found  for  the  defendant, 
we  should  probably  not  have  disturbed  the  verdict,  and  the  plaintiffs  must 
have  put  up  with  the  loss  of  2000Z.  and  upwards  : but  we  think,  in  cases 
of  this  kind  we  should  with  difficulty  grant  a second  chance  to  a party  of 
urging  such  a defence.  So  far  as  the  defendant  is  concerned,  it  is  cer- 
tainly unrighteous,  because  he  has  had  the  plaintiff’s  goods  and  sold  them, 
and  a regard  to  the  laws  of  his  country  had  probably  very  little  share  in 
prompting  him  to  urge  this  reason  against  paying  for  them.  When 
fraudulent  conduct  for  any  purpose  is  charged  upon  a party,  it  is  particu- 
larly the  province  of  a jury  (though  not  conclusively)  to  weigh  the  evi- 
dence by  which  it  is  attempted  to  be  proved.  If  the  defendant  had  been 
prosecuted  for  smuggling  these  goods,  and  upon  his  trial  had  been 
acquitted,he  would  have  thought  it  hard  to  be  compelled  to  stand  a second 
trial.  The  plaintiffs  have,  by  his  defence,  been  placed  in  effect  very  much 
in  that  situation,  and  we  will  not  take  upon  ourselves  to  say  that  the 
jury  must  believe  the  defendant’s  witnesses  in  a case  of  this  kind.  There 
may  be  a case  where  a defence  of  this  kind  may  be  so  plainly  made  out, 

(a)  Holman  v.  Johnson,  Cowper,  341 ; Waymell  v.  Reed,  5 T.  R.,  599  ; Clugas 
V,  Peneluna,  4 T.  R.  466. 

(t)  I Gale,  187. 
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that  the  jury  in  finding  for  the  plaintiff  could  be  no  otherwise  looked  upon 
than  as  evincing  a resolution  not  to  give  effect  to  the  law  ; and  in  any 
strong  case  of  that  kind,  as  the  court  would  doubtless  have  the  power, 
they  might  feel  themselves  compelled,  on  principles  of  public  policy,  to 
interpose  by  granting  a new  trial ; but  they  would  do  so  with  reluctance, 
and  not  without  hesitation.  This  case  does  not  appear  to  us  to  be  one 
in  which  it  would  be  proper  to  take  that  course. 

Eule  discharged. 


Stephens  v.  Allan. 

Where  in  an  action  of  covenant  for  non-payment  of  rent  on  a lease  for  a year, 
by  which  an  entire  rent  was  reserved,  and  in  which  there  were  various  other 
covenants,  breaches  of  which  were  also  assigned,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a 
verdict ; the  court  refused  to  grant  a new  trial,  on  an  objection  made  in  banc, 
but  which  had  not  been  taken  at  nisi  prius,  that  the  action  was  brought  before 
the  year  was  out,  when  the  rent  was  to  be  paid. 

Covenant  on  a special  agreement  of  the  defendant  to  pay  the  rent  of  a 
carding  machine  and  other  machinery  demised  to  him  by  the  plaintiff,  in 
work,  by  sawing  lumber  in  a saw  mill  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  with 
covenants  to  keep  the  machinery  demised  in  repair,  and  to  keep  up  the 
credit  of  the  establishment,  by  doing  the  work  to  be  carried  on  in  a proper 
workmanlike  manner.  The  defendant  pleaded  first,  non  est  factum ; 
secondly,  to  the  first  breach,  charging  him  with  not  sawing  lumber  to  pay 
the  rent,  that  the  breach  was  by  the  plaintiff’s  license ; thirdly,  that  he 
did  keep  the  machinery,  &c.  in  good  repair;  fourthly,  that  the  machinery, 
&c,  were  not  ruinous  and  out  of  repair,  as  the  plaintiff  had  alleged;  fifthly, 
that  he  used  the  tools,  water-courses  and  machinery  in  a lawful  manner  ; 
sixthly,  that  he  did  good  work,  and  tried  to  keep  up  the  credit  of  the 
establishment ; seventhly,  to  the  first  breach,  further,  that  before  any 
rent  became  due,  the  plaintiff  wrongfully  evicted  the  defendant.  The 
plaintiff  replied  to  the  plea  first  pleaded  to  the  breach,  de  injuria ; on  the 
first,  third,  fourth  and  fifth  pleas  he  joined  issue  ; and  to  the  sixth,  he 
replied  de  injuria.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first,  second 
and  sixth  issues,  damages  56Z.  5s.,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  other 
issues.  It  was  proved  that  the  lease  was  entered  into  for  a year  from 
17th  April,  1844,  and  the  covenants  were  shewn  to  have  been  broken 
by  the  defendant  refusing  to  saw  in  the  summer  and  autumn,  when  lie 
might  have  sawed.  The  action  was  commenced  on  2nd  April,  1845. 

Crooks  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  contending  that  the  verdict 
was  against  law  and  evidence,  and  that  there  had  been  misdirection,  and 
urged  that  as  the  rent  reserved  on  the  lease  was  entire,  no  right  of  action 
had  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  that  he  commenced  the  suit. 
He  also  urged  that  there  was  a variance  between  the  lease  set  out  and 
that  produced  in  evidence,  and  that  one  of  the  breaches  was  not  properly 
assigned. 

Vankoughnet  shewed  cause. — The  ground  of  variance  suggested  was 
not  taken  at  the  trial,  nor  was  it  objected  there  that  the  action  was  com- 
menced too  soon,  and  the  defendant  cannot  now  be  allowed  to  raise  these 
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; objections,  especially  when  the  court  see  that  the  justice  of  the  case  is 
clearly  in  accordance  with  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  As  to  the  breach  being 
ill  assigned,  that  is  no  cause  for  a new  trial ; the  issue  was  joined  upon  it, 
and  the  course  for  the  defendant  to  pursue,  if  he  wishes  to  object  to  it, 
is  to  move  in  arrest  of  judgment. 


Eobinson,  C.  J. — Upon  the  argument,  the  defendant’s  counsel  seemed 
to  confine  himself  to  the  objection,  that  the  lease  is  not  truly  set  out  ; 
and  further,  that  as  the  rent  by  the  lease  is  entire,  (75?.  for  the  year,)  no 
action  would  lie  in  regard  to  the  not  sawing  lumber  as  agreed,  until  the 
year  was  out.  The  action  was  brought  a few  days  before  the  first  year 
expired.  The  plaintiff,  it  appears,  finding  the  defendant  failing  in  his 
agreement,  took  possession  of  the  premises  in  February,  1845  ; the  yea'' 
commenced  on  the  17th  April,  1844,  the  declaration  was  filed  2nd  April, 
1845.  Uo  objection  was  taken  at  the  trial  on  the  ground  of  variance, 
and  if  there  were  any  variance,  we  should  not  give  way  to  an  objection  on 
that  ground  not  urged  at  the  trial,  unless  it  was  that  kind  of  variance  that 
could  affect  the  merits  of  the  action.  On  comparing  the  record  and  the 
agreement,  I see  none  such.  The  breach,  I think,  is  not  quite  well 
assigned  as  regards  the  rent,  in  not  averring  that  there  was  surplus  water 
enough  above  what  was  required  for  the  carding  machine,  to  admit  of 
the  defendant  sawing  the  logs  found  by  the  plaintiff,  and  yet  that  he 
refused  to  do  so  ; but  this  objection  was  not  taken  at  the  trial,  and  the 
evidence  shewed  clearly  that  he  could  not  defend  himself  on  that  ground. 
As  to  the  objection  that  the  rent  for  the  year  was  entire,  and  that  no 
action  lies  respecting  it  till  the  year  has  expired,  it  is  not  an  objection 
which  the  court  are  bound  to  notice,  except  upon  demurrer,  or  in  arrest 
of  judgment.  The  question  is  on  the  record,  and  though  taken  at  the 
trial,  the  learned  judge  was  not  bound  to  give  effect  to  it  as  ground  of 
nonsuit,  admitting  it  to  be  fatal  to  the  action,  though  he  might  have  done 
so.  The  parties  go  to  trial  at  nisi  prius,  to  support  what  they  have 
respectively  alleged,  not  to  try  the  sufiiciency  of  the  statements  on  either 
side ; and  therefore  without  determining  whether  in  strictness,  if  the 
objection  to  the  declaration  had  been  properly  taken,  an  action  would  lie 
for  not  sawing  any  lumber  on  account  of  rent,  it  is  sufficient  on  thie 
motion  to  say  that  the  verdict  is  consistent  with  justice ; and  there- 
fore should  not  be  disturbed.  The  defendant  was  bound  clearly  to 
commence  sawing  in  May,  1844,  and  to  saw  as  fast  as  the  supply  of 
water  would  permit,  provided  the  plaintiff  had  logs  there,  which  it  is 
alleged  and  proved  he  had.  He  failed  in  sawing,  and  refused  to  saw  in 
summer  and  autumn,  when  it  was  proved  he  might  have  sawed  ; it  is  clear 
therefore,  that  he  broke  his  agreement,  and  that  the  plaintiff  sustained 
damage  long  before  the  year  expired.  If  this  was  an  injury  which  he 
could  not  sue  for  until  ^the  year  had  expired,  then  there  is  an  objection  on 
• the  record  fatal  to  the  plaintiff’s  action ; so  also  there  is  another  objec- 
tion, that  it  is  not  averred  there  was  any  surplus  water,  as  clearly  fatal ; 
but  neither,  T think,  should  be  allowed  upon  this  motion  against  the 
verdict  to  prevail ; the  term  has  now  expired  ; the  tenancy  did  not  endure 
actually  for  the  year,  for  the  plaintiff  in  February,  evicted  the  defendant; 
having  before  that  sustained  the  injury  for  which  he  sues. 

Kule  discharged. 
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Murphy  v.  Bunt  et  al.  Executors  of  Line. 

A wife  cannot  sue  in  her  own  name,  while  her  husband  is  living,  for  wages  for 
services  performed  by  her. 

It  is  no  ground  of  nonsuit,  that  the  plaintiff  has  declared  by  a name  different 
from  her  real  name,  it  can  only  be  taken  advantage  of  by  an  application  to 
amend  the  declaration. 

The  plaintiff  sued  as  Elizabeth  Murphy,  in ' assumpsit  for  work  and 
labour  performed  by  her  for  the  testator.  It  appeared  at  the  trial  that 
the  plaintiff’s  maiden  name  was  Rupert,  but  that  she  had  passed  for  the 
wife  of  one  Murphy,  in  which  name  she  sued.  Her  mother,  who  was 
called  by  her  to  support  her  action,  swore  that  her  husband,  Murphy, 
had  left  this  province  during  the  rebellion,  that  they  had  lived  together 
as  man  and  wife,  and  had  several  children,  and  that  both  the  plaintiff 
and  Murphy  had  declared  that  they  were  married.  Upon  this  the  learned 
judge  ruled  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  her  action  (which  was 
for  wages  for  work  done  by  her  in  the  family  of  her  mother’s  second  hus- 
band since  then  dead,)  during  her  coverture,  according  to  the  proof  of 
her  own  admissions,  and  while  her  husband  was  living.  Evidence  was 
then  offered  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
in  fact  married  to  Murphy,  though  they  had  lived  together ; but  the 
learned  judge  rejected  it,  considering  that  if  this  could  be  shewn,  then  it 
would  follow,  that  she  could  not  recover  in  this  action  which  she  had 
brought  in  the  name  of  Elizabeth  Murphy,  The  plaintiff  was  therefore 
nonsuited,  and 

Ewart  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit,  and  contended,  that  the 
evidence  that  was  tendered  at  the  trial  was  admissible  to  disprove  the 
coverture  j and,  that  if  the  plaintiff  was  not  married,  the  misnomer,  was 
no  ground  of  nonsuit,  but  could  only  have  been  taken  advantage  of  by 
the  defendant,  by  a motion  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  amend  her  declara- 
tion, according  to  to  the  eighth  section  of  the  statute  7 Will.  IV.  ch.  3, 
Before  that  statute  was  passed,  an  objection  of  this  nature  could  only 
have  been  pleaded  in  abatement ; and  as  the  plaintiff’s  identity  was 
clearly  established,  notwithstanding  the  difference  in  name,  the  case  ought 
to  have  gone  to  the  jury  in  the  same  manner  as  if  there  had  been  no 
misdescription. 

Belly  for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  is  precluded  by  her  own  admis- 
sions from  now  setting  up  that  she  is  a feme  sole,  and  she  stands  in  the 
position  of  a wife  suing  to  recover  wages  for  services  performed  in  the 
lifetime  of  her  husband,  he  being  still  alive ; and  under  such  circum- 
stances, she  cannot  maintain  an  action  alone,  nor  would  it  be  correct  to 
join  her  with  her  husband.  The  admissions  of  her  marriage,  coupled 
with  the  fact  of  her  suing  in  Murphy’s  name,  are  conclusive  against  her, . 
and  place  the  case  on  a different  footing  from  that  on  which  it  was  placed 
by  the  plaintiff’s  counsel. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — If  a married  woman,  who  may  be  joined  with  her 
husband  in  suing,  improperly  sues  alone,  advantage  can  only  be  taken  by 
plea  in  abatement;  but  where  a married  woman  performs  labour  for  another 
the  husband  is  entitled  to  her  wages,  and  in  such  a case  she  should  not 
be  joined  with  her  husband  in  suing  : and  where  in  such  a case  she  sues 
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alone,  either  during  or  after  the  coverture,  she  will  fail  on  non  assumpsit; 
for  the  contract  to  pay  wages  implied  on  the  service,  is  not  with  her,  hut 
with  the  husband,  (a)  There  are  some  cases  which  seem  to  interfere  with 
this  principle,  hut  they  proceed  upon  the  fact  of  an  express  promise  to 
pay  the  wife.  (6)  There  is  nothing  peculiar  in  this  case,  except  that  the 
alleged  husband  is  absent  from  the  province,  which  might  perhaps  afford 
ground  for  entitling  the  wife  to  bring  an  action  in  his  name  for  her  wages; 
but  I think  the  weight  of  authority  is  against  her  being  allowed  to  sue 
alone  for  such  a cause  of  action  as  is  shewn  here.  But  then  the  question 
is,  whether  there  was  any  such  proof  of  coverture  as  should  have  pre- 
vented her  recovering,  and  if  there  was,  then,  whether  the  proof  which  she 
offered  to  give  of  there  being  no  marriage  in  fact  should  not  have  been 
received. (c)  It  appears  to  me,  that  the  kind  of  evidence  which  was  given 
was  not  sufficient  to  prove  coverture  for  such  a purpose;  but  if  it  were, 
still,  as  it  clearly  did  not  prove  it  conclusively,  the  plaintiff  should  have 
been  suffered  to  disprove  it;  unless  the  learned  judge  was  correct  in 
thinking  that  it  was  immaterial  on  this  account,  that  if  she  succeeded  in 
disproving  the  marriage,  then  she  could  support  no  action  in  the  name  in 
which  she  was  suing.  It  is  contended  for  the  plaintiff,  that  if  she  sued 
in  the  name  of  Murphy,  when  her  name  in  fact  was  Eupert,  it  would  be 
no  objection  on  the  trial,  being  matter  pleadable  in  abatement  only,  and 
not  in  bar;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  is  so,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
might  have  recovered  in  the  name  of  Murphy,  though  her  real  name  might 
be  Eupert.  The  cases  of  The  Mayor  and  Burgesses  of  Stafford  v.  Bolton,  (cf) 
and  of  Boughton  v.  Frere,(e)  are  in  point,  and  many  others  might  be 
cited.  Before  our  statute  7 Will.  IV.  ch.  3,  sec.  8,  this  objection  might 
have  been  pleaded  in  abatement,  and  therefore  could  not  be  pleaded  in 
bar,  wherefore  the  variance  in  the  name  cannot  be  objected  in  evidence 
on  the  trial;  since  that  statute  it  cannot  be  pleaded  in  abatement,  the 
remedy  can  only  be  taken  by  moving  to  have  it  amended  under  the  eighth 
clause  of  that  statute.  When  this  is  not  done,  the  only  question  that 
can  arise  at  she  trial  upon  any  such  misnomer  is,  as  to  the  identity  of  the 
party.  Here  there  was  plain  evidence  that  the  person  suing  was  the 
person  who  did  the  work.  The  only  doubt  that  can  remain  is,  whether, 
since  there  was  evidence  of  the  plaintiff’s  admission  that  she  was  the  wife 
of  Murphy,  her  suing  also  in  that  name  does  not  estop  her  from  disputing 
the  marriage.  I do  not  think  we  could  give  that  effect  to  her  using  the 
name  of  Murphy,  because  it  is  competent  to  a party  to  sue  by  the  sur- 
namO  which  he  is  known  by  in  the  world,  (y) 


(a)  3 Dougl.  422;  4 T.  E.  361. 

(h)  Cro.  Jac.  77;  2 Wils.  case  of  Dippers  at  Tunbridge  Wells. 

(c)  3 Campbell,  393. 

(d)  1 Bos.  & Pul.  40.  (e)  3 Camp.  p.  29. 

(/)  Com.  Dig.  Abatement,  E.  19;  3 M.  & S.  453. 
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Ben  NS  Q.  T.  V.  Eddie. 

The  true  owner  of  an  estate  is  not  liable  to  the  penalty  under  the  statute  32  Hen. 
VIII.  ch.  g,  for  selling  a disputed  title,  when  the  person  in  possession  of  the  land 
is  in  privity  with  him,  either  as  an  overholding  tenant,  or  as  a person  let  in  on  a 
contract  to  purchase  from  him,  and  not  setting  up  any  conflicting  title. 

Debt  qui  tarn  on  statute  32  Hen.  VIII.  ch.  9,  for  selling  a pretended 
title  to  one  Willis  Sargent,  not  having  been  in  possession  of  the  premises 
for  a year  next  before  the  sale.  The  defendant  pleaded  that  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  the  right  of  the  defendant  was  not  a pretended  right.  The 
case  was  this:  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of  the  land,  part  of  Lot  No. 
13,  in  the  Fourth  Concession  of  Haldimand,  and  intended,  as  it  appears, 
to  give  it  to  his  son  Elisha  Eddie,  who,  having  been  in  possession  of  the 
land,  made  a verbal  agreement  with  the  plaintiff  to  sell  it  to  him.  The 
defendant  being  afterwards  dissatisfied  with  Benns,  because  he  had  not 
paid  a certain  debt  due  by  his  sod  Elisha  Eddie  to  a third  person,  refused 
to  make  him  a title,  and  while  Benns  (the  plaintiff)  was  in  possession 
under  the  verbal  assurance  which  he  had  given  him,  he  sold  the  land 
to  one  Sargent,  which  sale  is  the  alleged  offence  against  the  statute.  («) 
The  learned  judge  considered  this  not  a case  within  the  statute,  and  di- 
rected a verdict  for  the  defendant. 

J.  L.  Robinson  moved  for  a new  trial,^on  the  ground  of  misdirection. 
Crooks  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J, — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  learned  judge  at  the 
trial  took  the  proper  view  of  this  case.  The  penalty  under  the  statute 
can  only  be  incurred  where,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  there  is  another  person 
in  actual  possession  claiming  the  estate  under  an  independent  title;  or, 
at  least,  not  claiming  by  any  privity  with  the  vendor,  nor  acknowledging 
him  to  be  at  the  time  the  owner.  The  possession  must  be  such  as  that 
we  can  say  with  truth  the  person  in  possession  has  disseised  .the  true 
owner,  (which  in  this  case  the  defendant  is  admitted  to  be,)  and  has 
thereby  turned  his  right  into  a pretended  right.  Now  here  Benns  was 
not  in  claiming  to  be  the  owner  of  the  fee,  he  was  in  by  consent  of  the 
owner,  under  a contract  to  purchase,  and  so  long  as  he  stood  in  that  situ- 
ation, he  admits  the  seisin  of  the  person  from  whom  he  is  to  receive  a 
title  when  he  has  made  his  payments.  The  possession  which  he  holds  in 
such  a case,  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  title  and  seisin  of  the  true  owner; 
on  the  contrary,  it  is  under  and  in  virtue  of  that,  and  admits  it.  But 
then  it  may  be  said,  that  great  hardship  may  be  suftered  if  the  owner 
of  the  estate  in  any  case  of  this  kind  may  capriciously  sell  to  a third 
party,  in  disregard  of  his  contract  with  his  first  vendee,  and  while  he 
is  still  in  possession.  That  may  be  true,  but  the  answer  is,  that 
neither  the  hardship  on  the  one  side,  nor  the  dishonesty  on  the  other, 
can  have  the  effect  of  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  this 
particular  statute,  unless  the  case  is  one  that  clearly  comes  w’ithin  it. 
Considering  that  this  statute  of  32  Hen.  VIII.  ch.  9,  is  treated  of  as  being 
almost  obsolete  in  England,  no  penalty  appearing  to  have  been  sued  for 


(a)  See  Sugden  V.  & P.  1 vol.  377-8,  2 vol.  45. 
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upon  it  for  a century  passed,  we  should  certainly  take  care  that  no  party  is 
convicted  under  it  except  in  a clear  case ; and  it  is  not  necessary  in  ordetr 
to  the  protection  of  purchasers,  that  we  should  extend  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  by  any  doubtful  construction.  For  all  that  appeared  in 
evidence  on  this  trial,  there  may  have  been  nothing  wrong  or  unjust  in 
the  defendant  selling  the  land  again  ; that  depends  upon  whether  Benns 
faithfully  observed  the  conditions  on  which  he  was  let  into  possession  as 
an  intended  purchaser,  which  is  a point  which  could  not  be  enquired  into 
upon  the  trial  of  this  qui  tarn  action.  But  if  the  defendant,  as  owner  of 
the  land, has  really  receded  from  his  contract  with  Benns,  in  such  a manner 
as  renders  him  liable  to  an  action  on  his  agreement,  that  is  the  proper 
remedy ; and  a court  of  equity  could  grant  more  adequate  and  specific 
relief,  if  the  case  is  a plain  one  in  favour  of  Benns.  If  he  went  into  pos- 
session on  a mere  verbal  understanding,  and  has  nothing  to  shew  such  as 
the  statute  of  frauds  requires,  when  an  interest  in  lands  is  in  question, 
then  he  may  be  without  remedy,  in  consequence  of  his  own  neglect ; but 
that  would  be  no  reason  why  we  should  stretch  the  enactments  of  a penal 
law.  and  apply  them  to  a case  not  within  the  letter  or  spirit.  It  has 
been  argued  in  support  of  this  rule,  that  in  every  case  where  the  owner 
of  a fee  is  under  the  necessity  of  bringing  an  ejectment  he  is  disabled 
from  selling  until  he  actually  gains  possession,  and  incurs  the  penalty  of 
the  statute  if  he  does  sell ; but  on  that  principle  we  must  hold  that,  in 
all  cases  of  a tenant  over-holding,  his  landlord’s  title  has  by  such  over 
holding,  been  turned  into  a mere  pretended  right,  because  he  cannot  get 
his  tenant  off  without  an  action ; although  in  such  a case  the  tenant 
would  not  be  allowed  to  dispute  his  right  by  setting  up  one  in  himself. 
The  vendee  is  in  such  cases  regarded  in  equity  as  holding  the  legal  estate 
as  trustee  for  the  purchaser,  and  we  cannot  look  upon  him, at  the  same  time 
as  being  ousted  of  his  seisin  by  the  possession  of  the  latter,  which  is  con- 
ditional, and  with  his  assent.  We  are  of  opinion  that,  upon  the  facts  of 
this  case, the  defendant  was  rightly  held  not  to  have  incurred  the  penalty 
of  the  statute,  by  selling  to  Sargent  while  Benns  was  in  possession,  because 
Benns  was  not  in,  claiming  title,  and  usurping  the  seisin  of  the  true 
owner,  but  was  in  expecting  a title  from  the  owner,  if  he  fulfilled  the  con- 
ditions of  his  intended  purchase. (a)  What  is  said  by  Montague,  C.  J.,  in 
the  case  in  Plowden,  88,  seems  to  be  always  conceded,  that  the  statute 
was  made  in  affirmance  of  the  common  law,  not  in  alteration  of  it,  and 
has  only  added  a penalty  for  attempting  to  do,  what  the  common  law  did 
before  not  admit  of  being  done.  The  criterion,  therefore,  in  these  cases 
must  be  whether  the  conveyance  made  under  the  circumstances  proved, 
would  or  would  not  be  effectual  for  passing  the  estate  upon  the  principles 
of  the  common  law.  Now  we  do  not  consider  that  the  true  owner  of  an 
estate  is  disabled  from  transferring  the  seisin  by  his  deed,  because  a person 
is  in  possession  holding  under  him,  or  by  privity  with  him,  either  as  a 
tenant  whose  term  is  expired,  or  as  an  intended  purchaser ; for  these 
persons  are  precluded  from  disputing  bis  title.  The  statute,  we  think, 
can  only  apply  when  there  are  conflicting  claims.  If  it  had  been  shewn 
that  in  this  case  Benns  had  claimed  to  be  the  owner,  and  had  set  the 
defendant  at  defiance,  that  might  have  altered  the  case. 

Eule  discharged. 


(a)  2 Bing.  N.  S.  498. 
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trover  for  wheat,  reaped  and  claimed  by  the  defendants  as  of  right  belonging  to 
them  as  an  away-going  crop  after  the  expiration  of  a lease  for  seven  years, 
the  plaintift’s  witnesses  proved  a new  lease  in  writing  of  the  premises  to  a third 
party,  from  the  expiration  of  the  defendant’s  lease,  but  the  new  tenant  swore  that 
he  had  no  right  to  the  wheat;  Held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to 
produce  the  new  lease. 

Where  there  is  a stipulation  in  a lease  for  a term  certain  that  the  lessee  shall  deliver 
up  all  the  lands  at  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  all  question  as  to  a customary 
right  of  the  away-going  crop  is  excluded,  and  semble,  that  there  is  no  custom  of 
the  country  as  to  the  away-going  crops  in  Upper  Canada. 

Trover  for  wheat,  straw,  &c.  Pleas  : first,  general  issue  ; second,  not 
possessed.  The  case  was  this  : the  plaintiff,  on  the  29th  September,  1836, 
by  a lease  in  writing,  demised  to  these  defendants  and  one  Cochrane, 
certain  lands  in  the  township  of  Brantford,  for  the  term  of  seven  years, 
commencing  on  the  1st  October,  1836,  on  condition  of  paying  an  annual 
rent  of  25/.  for  part  of  the  lands,  and  of  clearing  and  fencing  the  remainder 
during  the  term  and  leaving  it  fit  for  crop.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
lease  it  is  stipulated  that  “the  whole  of  the  lands  so  leased  shall  be 
delivered  up  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  lessees  on  the  30th  September,  1843, 
according  to  the  foregoing  terms.”  The  defendants,  though  warned  by  the 
plaintiff  not  to  do  so,  persisted  in  putting  in  a crop  of  fall  wheat,  in  1843, 
just  before  the  term  expired,  and  entered  in  the  summer  of  1844,  in 
defiance  of  the  plaintiff,  and  cut  it  and  took  it  away.  This  action  of 
trover  was  brought  for  the  grain.  It  appeared  at  the  trial,  that  Cairns 
had  been  allowed  to  occup}^  a house  and  some  pasture  land,  (part  of  the 
premises,)  for  six  months  after  the  end  of  the  term,  and  the  right  so  to 
occupy  was  stated  to  have  been  given  to  him  by  an  instrument  in  writing. 
It  was  sworn  also,  that  Cooper  and  McLaughlan  took  a lease  of  the  place 
after  the  defendant’s  term  was  ended,  which  was  also  in  writing,  and  they 
entered  into  possession  while  the  crop  of  wheat  put  in  by  the  defendants 
was  in  the  ground.  It  was  insisted  by  the  defendant’s  counsel,  that  both 
these  written  leases  should  be  produced,  because  the  second  lease  to  the 
defendants,  for  six  months,  might  have  contained  some  stipulation  as  to 
reaping  any  crop  in  the  ground,  and  because  the  lease  to  Cooper  and 
McLaughlan,  making  them  tenants  for  a term  of  years  afterwards,  would 
give  to  them,  rather  than  to  the  plaintiff,  the  interest  in  the  growing  crops 
put  in  by  the  defendants,  unless  they  were  specially  reserved;  and  the 
defendants  desired  to  he  allowed  to  prove  by  witnesses,  that  it  was  a 
custom  of  the  country,  that  when  lands  are  let  for  a term  of  years,  the 
tenant  may,  after  the  term,  reap  any  crop  which  he  puts  in  the  ground 
during  his  tenancy.  This  the  learned  judge  ruled  to  be  inadmissible, 
being  contrary  not  only  to  the  general  principle  of  law,  hut  also  to  the 
express  stipulation  in  the  lease  to  deliver  up  the  whole  of  the  lands  on 
the  30/^  Septemhery  1843.  Cooper,  one  of  the  tenants  who  succeeded 
the  defendants,  swore  upon  the  trial,  that  he  and  his  co-tenant  had  no 
claim  to  the  crops,  which  were  in  the  ground  when  they  took  the  place. 
The  jury  gave  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  65/.  14s.  9c/.  damages,  and 
J.  Hilly ard  Cameron,  for  the  defendants,  according  to  leave  reserved, 
moved  for  a nonsuit,  or  for  a new  trial  without  costs,  for  the  rejection  of 
evidence  in  reference  to  the  custom  of  the  country  as  to  the  away-going 
crop,  and  the  court  having  granted  a rule  nisi. 
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either  of  them,  were  necessary  at  the  trial,  they  were  required  by  the 
defendants,  and  not  by  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff’s  case  was  supported 
by  the  evidence,  without  any  reference  whatever  to  the  lease  of  the  new 
tenants ; and  if  the  defendants  wished  that  they  should  be  produced,  they 
should  have  served  the  plaintiff  with  notice  to  that  effect.  It  cannot  be 
contended  that  the  new  tenants  were  entitled  to  the  away-going  crop,  as 
they  themselves  stated  on  the  trial,  that  they  had  no  claim  whatever  to 
the  wheat ; and  if  it  did  not  belong  to  them,  it  must  have  been  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff,  as  neither  the  lease,  nor  any  presumed  custom  of 
the  country,  had  vested  it  in  the  defendants.  If  there  were  any  custom 
as  to  emblements  existing  in  this  country,  it  coulJ  not  affect  this  case,  as 
the  lease  of  the  defendants  was  for  a certain  term,  and  where  such  is  the 
case,  the  custom  is  not  applicable ; but  there  can  be  no  existing  custom 
here  as  to  farming  leases,  under  any  circumstances.  Such  custom  can 
onl}^  be  claimed  as  a prescriptive  right,  and  everything  here  is  against  such 
a right. 

J.  Hilly ard  Cameron,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  general  principle  as 
to  the  production  of  written  evidence,  is  applicable  to  the  leases  which 
were  spoken  of  at  the  trial,  and  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  been 
allowed  to  have  spoken  of  them  without  their  production.  One  of  the 
new  tenants.  Cooper,  swore  that  the  wheat  did  not  belong  to  him  under 
the  lease,  but  the  best  evidence  of  that  fact  would  have  been  shewn  by 
the  instrument  itself  as  it  was  proved  that  the  new  tenancy  commenced 


sumption  of  law  would  be,  that  the  crops  then  in  the  ground  would  be 
the  property  of  the  new  tenant,  unless  expressly  excepted  from  the  lease  j 
and  to  shew  that  exception,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  produce 


dant  should  have  given  him  notice  to  produce  it.  Upon  the  rejection  of 
the  evidence  of  custom,  the  defendants  ought  to  have  a new  trial,  if  they 
are  over-ruled  on  the  point  reserved.  The  counsel  of  the  plaintiff  has 
argued  that  no  custom  can  prevail  when  the  lease  is  to  expire  at  a deter- 
minate period,  but  that  it  can  only  be  referred  to  a tenancy  expiring  at 
some  uncertain  time ; but  there  are  numerous  authorities  against  that 
position,  even  where  there  was  some  reason  to  argue  that  the  words  of 
the  lease  excluded  any  question  as  to  the  custom.  In  Senior  v.  Armitage 
(a.),  the  lease  stipulated  that  the  manure  should  be  used  on  the  farm,  and 
left  at  the  end  of  the  lease  without  payment,  and  the  custom  of  the  country 
for  the  landlord  to  make  the  tenant  a reasonable  compensation  for  labour, 
tillage,  sowing,  and  materials  to  be  provided  in  the  away-going  year,  was 
held  not  to  be  excluded ; and  to  the  same  point  are  Wiggleswortb  v.  Dal- 
lison  (h.),  Holding  V.  Pigott  (c.),  Webb  v.  Plumer  {d.),  Pobertsv.  Backer 
(e.),  Ilulton  V.  Warren  (/.).  Some  of  these  cases  also  shew  that  it  is  no 
necessary  that  such  an  usage  should  have  existed  from  time  immemoria 
as  required  in  other  cases  of  custom,  but  ausage  generally  acquiesced  in  an  ^ 


from  the  time  that  the  tenancy  of  the  defendants  expired,  and  the  pre- 


the  lease  as  a part  of  his  case,  and  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  defen- 


(a.)  1 Holt,  N.  P,  C.  197. 
(c.)  7 Bing.  465. 

(e.)  1 C.  & M.  808. 


(6.)  1 Doug.  201. 
(d.)  2 B & Al.  750. 
(/.)  1 M.  & W.  466. 
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acted  tipon  in  any  particular  part  of  the  country  is  sufficient  to  establish  | 
the  custom  in  that  part.  It  will  therefore  be  seen  that  although  imme-  i 
morial  usage  cannot  be  applied  in  this  country,  yet  that  will  not  prevent  i 
the  e^ect  of  a custom  such  as  is  contended  for  in  this  case,  but  that  it 
ought  to  be  allowed  to  prevail  in  the  same  manner,  and  under  the  same 
conditions,  as  it  is  admitted  in  England. 

Eobinsdn,  C.  J. — The  terms  of  the  written  lease  shew  clearly,  that  with  i 
respect  to  the  lands  in  the  third  concession,  on  which  a great  part  of  the  | 
wheat  in  question  was  sown,  the  whole  object  cf  the  plaintiff  in  letting  it  ; 
was  to  have  it  cleared  and  in  a certain  state  at  the  end  of  the  seven  years,  , 
no  rent  being  payable  for  it  by  the  defendants  ; and  the  lease  also  shews  | 
that  for  the  lands  in  the  second  concession,  though  there  was  a money  ? 
rent  to  be  paid,  yet  part  of  the  inducement  to  the  plaintiff  to  let  was  that  ! 
he  was  to  receive  back  the  land  at  the  end  of  the  term,  fenced  and  in  a i| 
certain  state.  I 

With  respect  to  the  objection  that  the  two  leases  spoken  of  should  ii 
have  been  produced,  that  is,  the  one  for  six  months  to  the  defendants,  | 
after  the  lease  for  seven  years  had  expired,  and  the  lease  to  the  new  i 
tenants.  Cooper  and  McLaughlan,  I am  of  opinion  that  it  was  rightly  j 
over-ruled.  The  first  was  a demise  to  the  defendants,  who  make  the  i 
objection ; they  must  have  known  its  contents,  and  there  is  as  much  I 
reason  to  suppose  the  instrument  in  their  possession  as  of  the  other  party,  : 
as  they  had  held  under  it.  Generally,  leases  are  in  duplicate,  when  each  i! 
has  his  lease  ; how  it  was  in  this  case  did  not  appear ; but  from  all  that  '\ 
did  appear,  this  lease  cculd  not  affect  the  question,  because  it  was  a demise  ; 
only  of  a house  and  a piece  of  pasture  ground,  not  of  the  land  on  which  ‘ 
the  wheat  was  growing.  If,  therefore,  there  had  been  but  one  instrument,  'i 
and  that  was  in  the  plaintiff’s  possession,  from  all  we  hear  of  it,  he  could 
not  have  supposed  there  was  any  reason  for  producing  it.  The  defendants,  j; 
if  they  had  not  possession  of  the  instrument  themselves,  must  have  been  ii 
cognizant  of  its  contents;  and  if  they  knew  that  there  was  anything  in  it  !! 
which  would  support  their  defence,  they  should  have  given  the  plaintiff  s 
notice  to  produce  it.  With  regard  to  the  other  lease  spoken  of,  it  is  suf-  ' 
ficent  to  say,  that  the  tenant  under  it  expressly  disclaimed  on  oath,  at  j| 
the  trial,  having  any  claim  to  the  crops  on  the  ground.  The  cases  of  || 
Boraston  v.  Green,  [a)  of  Davies  v.  Connopp,(^)  of  Wiggles  worth  v.  Dal-  || 
lison,(c)  and  Webb  v.  Plumer,(c<f)  enable  us,  in  my  opinion,  to  dispose  ij 
of  this  case  on  clear  grounds.  As  to  the  other  objection,  that  the  defen-  |! 
dants  should  have  been  permitted  to  shew  that  by  the  custom  of  the  J 
country,  they  had  a right  to  the  growing  crops  : when  we  speak  of  a 
custom  that  is  to  prevail  against  the  general  law  of  the  land,  we  mean, 
as  I take  it,  something  more  than  a mere  usage  for  a few  years;  such  ji 
usage  may  control  the  manner  in  which  certain  work  is  to  be  done  or  j 
trade  conducted,  and  so  also,  it  may  control  the  construction  of  what  is 
meant  in  particular  localities,  by  cultivating  land  in  a husbandlike  manner,  i | 
but  I am  at  present  of  the  opinion,  that  a custom  which  is  to  prevail  over 
the  general  principle  of  law  with  regard  to  emblements,  must  be  what  is 
legally  speaking  a custom  by  prescription.  It  was  such  a custom  that  I . 

. ii 

(a)  16  East,  71.  (h)  1 Price,  54.  {c)  Douglas  201.  {d)  2B.  & Al.  749.  ' 
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was  set  up  in  Wiggles  worth  v.  Dallison.  In  this  country  there  cannot  he 
in  the  nature  of  things  any  ancient  usage  of  this  kind,  for  many,  now 
living,  can  well  remember  the  time  when  not  a lease  had  been  made  in  the 
township  where  this  land  lies  ; and,  indeed,  throughout  this  country,  the 
system  of  leasing,  as  regards  farm  lands,  can  hardly  be  said  to  prevail  so 
commonly  as  to  have  given  rise  to  anything  that  can  deserve  to  be  looked 
upon  as  a custom,  even  in  its  popular  sense.  But  here  there  is  an 
express  stipulation  in  the  deed,  that  the  tenants  shall  on  a certain  day 
deliver  up  to'the  plaintif  the  whole  of  the  lands  leased,  and  this  express 
covenant  would  be  sufficient  to  exclude  evidence  of  any  custom,  however 
old  and  general.  It  is  evident,  on  reading  the  lease,  that  the  lands  were 
demised  in  a great  measure  with  a view  to  their  coming  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  landlord,  at  the  end  of  the  term,  in  a cleared  state,  and  fit  to 
be  then  cultivated  by  him,  and  on  such  a lease  it  would  be  an  unreason- 
able extension  of  any  mere  usage  that  can  have  prevailed  in  this  country, 
to  allow  the  tenants  to  put  in  crops  as  their  seven  years’  term  was 
expiring,  which  would  have  kept  the  landlord  out  of  the  full  use  of  his 
land , in  effect,  more  than  a year  longer  than  he  contemplated ; for  it 
would  be  too  late  after  the  crop  was  taken  off  in  the  one  year  to  prepare 
the  land  and  put  in  wheat  for  the  next  year. 

Eule  discharge. 


Watkins  v.  Washburn,  Executrix  op  Washburn. 

An  admission  by  an  executor  of  a debt  due  by  his  testator,  is  not  sufficient  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  in  an  action  against  the  executor, 
without  an  express  promise  on  his  part  to  pay  the  debt  admitted,  but  an 
account  stated  by  an  executor  of  a debt  due  by  his  testator,  which  had  never 
before  such  accounting  been  ascertained  or  determined,  is  sufficient  to  charge 
the  executor  as  a substantive  debt,  without  any  express  promise  to  pay. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  testator,  laying  the 
promise  by  him,  with  a count  for  interest;  with  a count  against  the 
defendant  as  executrix  lor  interest,  and  a count  on  an  account  stated  by 
the  defendant  as  executrix  with  the  plaintiff,  of  money  found  to  be  due 
from  the  defendant  as  executrix,  with  a promise  by  her,  as  executrix,  to 
pay  the  sums  mentioned  in  the  last  two  counts.  The  defendant  pleaded 
that  the  testator  did  not  promise,  nor  did  she  as  executrix  promise  in 
manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  had  complained.  Secondly,  Plene  admin- 
istravit.  Thirdly,  to  the  first  count,  actio  non  accrevit  infra  sex  annos. 
Fourthly,  actio  non  accrevit,  &c.  as  to  cause  of  action  in  the  last  count, 
which  is  upon  the  account  stated.  The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  the  plea 
of  statute  of  limitations  to  the  first  count,  and  also  on  the  same  plea  to 
the  last  count ; and  as  to  the  plea  of  plene  administravit,  he  prayed  judg- 
ment of  assets  quando  acciderint.  Upon  the  trial  it  appeared,  that  Mr. 
Washburn,  who  was  an  attorney,  died  in  September,  1836,  leaving  the 
defendant  his  executrix,  and  the  affairs  of  the  estate  were  left  by  her  to 
be  managed  by  Mr.  Morrison,  who  had  been  a clerk  in  Mr.  Washburn’s 
office,  and  was  acquainted  with  his  business.  Watkins,  the  plaintiff,  had 
left  a demand  against  one  McGuire,  in  Mr,  Washburn’s  hands,  to  be 
collected  by  him  as  his  attorney.  He  called,  after  Mr,  Washburn’s  death, 
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on  the  28th  July,  1838,  to  inquire  whether  the  debt,  or  any  part  of  it, 
had  been  collected,  and  the  agent  for  the  estate,  Mr.  Morrison,  gave  him 
a written  memorandum  of  that  date,  signed  by  him  as  Agent  for  the  i 
Estate  of  Mr.  Wastihurnf  in  these  words  : 

“In  the  King’s  Bench.  ; 

“Richard  Watkins  1 

V.  > “The  Estate  of  the  late  Mr,  Washburn  is  indebted  i| 

“James  McGuire,  j “to  the  above  plaintiff,  in  the  sum  of  153Z.  195.  10c2.,  || 

“the  amount  received  in  this  cause,  with  interest  on  141L  1-85.  4(i.  from  i 
“this  date.”  f 

This  action  was  commenced  on  the  22nd  June,  1844.  Besides  the  'I 
evidence  of  the  statement  of  accounts  by  Mr.  Morrison,  acting  on  behalf  | 
of  the  estate,  wifh  express  authority  from  the  executrix  there  was  evidence  I 

given  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  money  had  been  actually  | 

received  by  Mr.  Washburn,  through  Mr.  Duggan,  having  been  paid  by  one  j 
Buchanan  on  behalf  of  McGuire  ; and  Mr.  Gamble,  the  plaintiff’s  attorney  | 
in  this  suit,  gave  evidence  of  conversations  at  a recent  period  between  | 

himself  and  the  executrix,  (the  defendant),  in  regard  to  this  demand,  || 

when  she  proposed  to  pay  by  annual  instalments,  which  Mr.  Gamble  | 
agreed  to,  provided  she  could  furnish  the  personal  security  of  a third  party  | 
whom  she  mentioned.  The  security  was  not  given,  and  the  arrangement  j| 
did  not  take  place.  This  evidence  was  given  with  a view  to  taking  the  i: 
case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  as  more  than  six  years  had  elapsed  | 
since  the  money  was  received  by  the  testator.  It  was  objected  that  it  ji 
was  not  conclusive  for  that  purpose.  The  parties  consented  at  the  trial,  f' 
that  a verdict  should  betaken  for  the  plaintiff  for  21 H.  195.  lOcZ.,  subject  ? 
to  the  opinion  of  the  court  whether  the  evidence  took  the  case  out  of  the  f 
statute  of  limitations.  If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  it  did  not,  ij , 
then  a verdict  was  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant.  ' j 

J.  L.  Robinson,  for  the  plaintiff. — The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  ji 
either  upon  the  admission  made  by  the  defendant  to  Mr.  Gamble,  or  upon  jJ 
the  account  stated ; and  if  either  count  is  established  in  his  favour  that  js 
will  be  sufficient.  Upon  the  account  stated,  there  can  be  hardly  any  jJ 
doubt ; the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  apply  to  it,  as  the  j|J: 
account  was  stated  within  six  years  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  iji.i: 
if  good  at  all,  is  sufficient  to  charge  the  defendant  with  the  debt.  ||  i 

Blake,  contra. — There  was  no  sufficient  promise  proved  to  take  the  | f 
case,  as  against  the  executrix,  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  When  l-r 
the  statute  apparently  bars  the  claim,  but  the  case  is  taken  out  of  its  It 
operation  by  a subsequent  promise,  the  subsequent  promise  is  the  substan-  ! i 
tive  ground  of  action,  and  must  expressly  support  the  count.  In  ordinary  1 1 
cases,  the  admission  of  the  debt  will  raise  the  promise,  or  rather  the  | i 
promise  to  pay  will  be  implied  from  the  admission  of  liability;  but  it  is  I 
otherwise  in  the  case  of  executors  and  administrators,  for  there  the  admis-  j 
sion  of  a debt  due  by  the  testator  is  not  sufficient  without  an  express  |< 
promise  by  the  executor  to  pay  it. — Tulloch  v.Dunn,(a)Tannerv.  Smart,  (h)  I 
Williams  on  Executors,  (c)  It  may  be  said  that  here  an  express  promise  ' 
has  been  proved,  but  it  is  a promise  to  pay  only  in  a particular  manner, 


(a)  Ey.  & M.  416.  {b)  6 B.  & C.  603.  (c)  2 vdl.  1384.  I 
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and  to  have  been  made  available  should  have  been  so  declared  upon;  there 
is  no  absolute  promise  shewn,  and  consequently  no  liability  is  established. 
It  is  contended,  however,  that  the  defendant  is  liable  on  the  account 
, stated,  but  the  same  objection  arises  on  that  count.  It  is  true  that  upon 
an  account  stated,  an  implied  promise  to  pay  arises,  but  that  places  the 
case  as  against  an  executor  only  on  the  same  footing  as  the  admission  of 
a debt,  and  carries  with  it  no  liability  against  the  executor.  An  account 
stated  is  not  a substantive  cause  of  action  in  itself,  it  is  only  the  acknow- 
ledgment of  an  existing  debt,  and  if  so,  it  is  a mere  admission,  and  no 
more  available  to  the  plaintiff  than  any  other  admission  would  have  been. 
The  statement  of  account  by  Mr.  Morrison,  maybe  sufficient  as  an  admis- 
sion, but  it  is  no  more  than  an  admisvsion;  if  it  could  be  considered  as  a 
substantive  cause  of  acxion,  all  the  benefit  intended  to  be  effected  by 
Lord  Tenterden’s  act  as  to  written  promises,  to  take  a case  out  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  would  be  lost  to  debtors  in  numerous  cases.  There 
are  several  authorities  which  support  this  view. — Smith  v.  Fortye,(a)  Jones 
V.  Kyder,(6)  and  many  other  cases  are  in  point. 

J.  L.  Robinson,  in  reply, — The  fallacy  of  the  plaintiff’s  argument  con- 
sists in  this,  that  he  sets  out  with  assuming  that  an  account  stated  can 
never  be  a substantive  cause  of  action,  but  must  always  be  treated  as  a 
mere  admission  of  some  pre-exisiing  debt.  But  this  very  case  shews  that 
that  position  cannot  be  supported.  Here  no  previously  ascertained  debt 
is  shewn,  the  first  debt  that  arises  is  upon  the  account  stated  by  Mr. 
Morrison,  in  behalf  of  the  defendant;  before  that  statement,  no  sum  was 
■known,  no  balance  between  the  plaintiff  and  testator  had  been  struck, 
/ that  statement  must  therefore  be  considered  as  a distinct  cause  of  action. 
In  a very  late  case,  Simmons  v.  Wood,(c)  where  there  was  a declaration 
in  debt,  the  account  stated  was  held  to  be  supported  by  a written  admis- 
sion of  a sum  of  money  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  a covenant, 
which  was  declared  on  in  another  count  of  the  declaration,  which  had 
been  struck  out  before  the  trial . If  that  admission,  which  was  taken 
in  evidence  on  the  count  for  an  account  stated,  did  not  prove  a sub- 
stantive cause  of  action,  how  could  the  plaintiff  have  recovered,  as 
the  admission  would  have  been  only  of  a debt  secured  by  an  instru- 
ment under  seal,,  and  could  not  have  supported  a count  as  on  a sim- 
ple contract  debt.  The  admission  in  this  case  must  be  treated  as  a 
distinct  cause  of  action,  and  therefore  the  statute  of  limitations  does 
not  apply. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — If  we  look  at  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Gamble  only,  I am 
of  opinion  that  it  is  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of 
. limitations,  on  the  ground  that  it  establishes  a promise  either  express  or 
implied  by  the  defendant  to  pay  a debt  due  by  the  testator  which  had  been 
^ barred  by  the  statute.  It  has  been  generally  held,  that  in  the  case 
of  executors  or  administrators  there  must  be  evidence  of  an  express 
, promise,  and  that  their  bare  acknowledgment  of  the  existence  of  a debt 
will  not  serve  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute.  How  Mr.  Gamble  says 
, that  the  defendant  proposed  to  give  her  notes,  indorsed  by  a third  party, 
and  that  he,  as  the  plaintiff’s  attorney,  agreed  to  take  them,  payable  by 
instalments,  in  four  years.  From  this  evidence,  we  must  infer  that  the 


{a)  4 C.  & P.  126.  (6)  4 M.  & W.  33.  (c)  5 Q.  B.  170. 
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proposal  was  to  pay  in  four  years,  and  that  it  was  agreed  to,  hut  fell 
through  for  want  of  an  indorser.  If  we  call  the  proposal  a promise,  still 
it  would  be  a promise  to  pay  in  four  years,  not  immediately.  According 
to  Lord  Ellenlaorough’s  decision  in  Thompson  v.  Osborne,  {a)  such  prom- 
ise by  the  original  debtor  would  bind  him  to  pay  immediately;  because 
on  his  admitting  the  debt  to  exist,  the  law  raises  his  promise  to  pay  it, 
and  without  any  such  new  qualification  as  he  would  annex  to  it.  How  far 
this  doctrine  can  be  reconciled  with  some  later  decisions  we  need  not 
examine,  because  in  this  action  against  the  executrix,  the  law  would  not 
raise  an  implied  promise  upon  her  mere  acknowledgment  of  a previously 
existing  debt,  due  by  the  testator;  and,  if  the  plaintiff  were  reduced  to 
the  necessity  of  giving  such  evidence  as  he  could  of  an  express  promise, 
we  should  have  to  take  that  promise  in  the  terms  in  which  the  executrix 
gave  it.  And  if  by  Mr.  Gamble’s  evidence  any  promise  could  be  held  to 
be  proved,  it  could  only  be  such  as  may  be  implied  from  the  defendant’s 
proposition  to  pay  in  four  years.  This  is  the  view  which  we  think  we 
should  have  to  take  of  this  case,  if  the  evidence  had  shewn  nothing  more 
than  an  acknowledgment  by  the  executrix  that  a previously  ascertained 
debt  due  by  the  testator  was  still  unsettled;  but  when  we  look  at  the 
record  and  the  evidence,  we  think  it  admits  of  no  doubt  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a verdict. 

The  declaration  contains  a counton  an  account  stated  with  the  plaintiff 
by  the  defendant  as  executrix,  of  money  foundto  he  due  fromthe  defendant 
as  executrix,  with  a promise  by  her  as  executrix  to  pay  it.  It  is  not  con- 
tended that  the  explicit  statement  of  the  account  in  writing,  given  by  the 
agent  of  the  executrix,  is  not  the  same  in  effeet  as  if  given  by  the  executrix 
herself.  Then  the  case  is  this  : a client  had  put  a demand  into  an 
attorney’s  hands  for  collection,  some  years  before  the  attorney’s  death  and, 
having,  for  all  that  appears,  no  account  of  what  had  been  done  upon  it  in 
his  life-time,  he  goes  nearly  two  years  after  his  death  to  his  executrix,  or 
the  person  managing  the  affairs  of  the  estate  on  her  behalf,  and  enquires 
what  has  been  done  in  his  business,  and  after  examination  a written 
statement  is  put  into  his  hands,  signed  by  the  agent  for  the  estate,  stating 
formally  that  the  estate  is  indebted  to  him  in  153Z.  19s.  10c?.,  the  amount 
received  for  him,  with  interest  on  141?.  1 85.  4c?.  from  the  day  of  that 
statement  being  given  ; and  this  statement  is  delivered  to  him  within  six 
years  before  the  action  brought.  There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  before 
that  time  the  account  as  between  him  and  the  estate  had  ever  been 
liquidated.  How  the  balance  stood,  would  depend  upon  what  had  been 
collected  for  him,  and  what  charges  the  attorney  might  have  to  make  for 
the  business  done;  and  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  amount  due  by 
the  estate  on  this  account  had  ever  been  stated  or  ascertained,  before  the 
giving  of  that  memorandum  by  the  executrix,  and  which  created  a debt 
against  herself  in  her  representative  capacity,  within  the  six  years,  and  to 
which  the  statute  of  limitations  could  not  yet  apply.  It  appears  there- 
fore to  us,  that  this  puts  an  end  to  all  question  upon  the  sufficiency  of 
any  parol  acknowledgment  by  the  executrix  to  revive  a debt  that  had 
been  barred,  for  the  debt  against  the  executrix,  created  by  this  account 


(a)  2 Stark.  K P.  C.  98. 
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f stated  in  writing  was  never  barred.  I refer  to  the  case  of  Leaper  v.  Tat- 
ton,  (a)  in  which  upon  a parol  acknowledgment  of  a debt,  much  less  pre- 
j cise  than  in  this  case,  and  a question  arising  whether  the  case  was  taken 
out  of  the  statute,  the  court  said,  “but  there  is  no  occasion  to  go  farther 
^ “into  the  question,  because  in  this  case  there  is  a count  on  an  account 

Instated,  which  removes  all  objections." 

We  are  here  on  the  same  footing  as  the  courts  were  in  England  before 
the  passing  of  Lord  Tenterden’s  act,  (h)  and  are  bound  by  the  authorities 
which  were  applicable  there,  and  binding  on  the  courts  before  the  change 
made  by  that  statute.  We  have  looked  at  the  cases  cited  in  the  argu- 
ment of  Tarbuck  v.  Bispham,  (c)  Jones  v.  Eyder,(c?)  Ashby  v.  James,  (e) 
Smith  V.  Fortye  (f)  and  also  to  a case  of  Scholly  v.  Walton,  in  the 
■ Exchequer,  {g)  and  see  nothing  in  any  of  them  that  would  warrant  us  in 
holding  that  this  is  otherwise  than  a plain  cause  of  action  against  the 
f executrix  upon  an  account  stated,  accruing  as  a new  debt  on  the  28th 
; July,  1838,  and  consequently  not  affected  by  the  statute.  The  defendant 
: maintains  that  there  can  be  no  action  against  an  executor  on  an  account 
stated,  unless  there  is  evidence  of  an  express  promise  by  him  to  pay,  and 
he  cites  Lord  Tenterden’s  decision  at  nisi  prius,  in  Tulioch  v.  Dunn,  (h) 

!.  as  establishing  that  position ; but  that,  besides  being  a nisi  prius  decision 
[ only  though  of  a very  learned  and  cautious  judge,  could  never  have  been 
meant  to  go  so  far  as  the  defendant  in  this  case  contends.  It  was  a 
j decision  upon  the  application  of  the  statute  of  limitations  and  the  suffi- 
ciency of  a mere  acknowledgment  by  one  of  several  executors  without  a 
’ promise  to  take  the  case  oat  of  the  statute.  It  was,  besides,  no  state- 
ment of  account,  but  a mere  recognition  of  a previously  ascertained  debt 
that  had  been  barred  by  the  statute,  and  a parol  acknowledgment  only, 
on  which  latter  point  a distinction  is  taken  in  several  of  the  recent  cases 
to  which  I have  referred.  The  cases  of  Powell  v.  Graham  Ex.,(i)  and  of 
Ashby  V.  Ashby,  (k)  establish  clearly  that  on  a count  upon  an  account 
i stated,  in  the  very  terms  in  which  it  is  laid  in  this  case,  the  executor 
would  only  be  chargeable  de  bonis  testatoris,  unless  it  appeared  that  the 
accounting  was  of  monies  received  by  herself,  and  consequently  that  to 
such  a count  the  executor  could  plead  plene  administravit,  as  in  this  case 
the  defendant  has  in  fact  done,  and  the  plaintiff  is  content  to  take  judg- 
ment of  assets  quando  acciderint.  There  is  no  question,  therefore  upon 
the  sufficiency  of  such  an  account  stated,  without  a promise  to  pay,  to 
make  this  defendant  liable  de  bonis  propriis,  because  she  is  not  so  charged 
and  need  not  be.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  for  the  defendant  in  this 
case  to  argue  that  an  action  cannot  in  any  case  be  supported  against  an 
executor,  an  an  account  stated  by  him  of  monies  due  by  him  as  executor, 
unless  upon  evidence  of  an  express  promise  by  him  to  pay  the  account ; 
in  other  words,  that  if  an  executor  should,  as  executor,  give  what  is 
called  an  I.  0.  IT.  to  a creditor  of  the  estate  for  a certain  sum,  no  action 
could  be  sustained  upon  it,  unless  he  added  a promise  to  pay.  But  this, 


(a)  i6  E.  R.  420.  [b)  9 Geo.  IV.  ch.  14. 

(^)  2 M.  & W,  8.  {d)  4 M.  & W.  C53. 

(e)  M.  & W.  542  : 5 Q.  B.  Reports,  170.  (/)  4. Car,  & P.  126. 

(y)  8 Jurist,  319.  {^)  Ry-  & Moody,  416. 

7 Taunt,  580.  (k)  7 B.  & C.  4^4. 
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in  my  opinion  cannot  be  made  out  by  anything  that  we  can  rely  upon  as 
authority  for  such  a doctrine.(a)  In  Brookes’  Abridgement,  Acaompt^  {h) 
it  is  said,  “If  an  executrix  will  account  of  the  receipts  of  her  testator,  she 
“shall  be  charged  by  action  of  debt  on  the  arrears  of  the  account  of  the 
“goods  of  the  testator,  although  an  action  of  account  does  not  lie  against 
“an  executor;  and  the  reason  seems  that  she  takes  on  herself  notice  (or 
“knowledge)  of  the  account.”  There  is  nothing  stated  here  of  the  neces- 
sity for  an  express  promise,  and  if  in  Tulloch  v.  Dunn,  (c)  Lord  Tenter- 
den  must  be  taken  to  have  meant  to  express  such  an  opinion,  I can  find 
nothing  elsewhere  that  confirms  such  a view  of  the  law.  In  Secar  v. 
Atkinson,  Administrator,  (d)  the  action  was  upon  an  account  stated  by 
an  administrator,  of  monies  due  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  intestate.  It  was 
objected  that  such  a count  charged  her  personally,  and  could  not  be 
joined  with  counts  charging  her  only  as  administratix ; but  the  court 
held  otherwise,  and  said,  “This  is  the  common  mode  of  declaring  against 
“executors  and  administrators,  to  save  the  statute  of  limitations ; but  if  it 
“were  to  be  considered  as  making  them  personally  liable,  who  would  ever 
“take  out  administration.”  This  is  in  accordance  with  what  is  said  by 
the  court  in  Leaper  v.  Tatton,  and  shews,  that  in  the  case  of  executors 
as  well  as  in  other  cases  where  evidence  can  be  given  of  an  account 
stated  within  the  period,  the  statute  is  out  of  the  question,  (e)  Accord- 
ing to  what  the  defendant  contends  for  in  this  case,  when  an  executor  in 
the  most  formal  manner  states  an  account  as  executor,  it  creates  no  debt 
against  him  even  in  his  representative  capacity,  unless  he  adds  an  express 
promise  to  pay.  Tulloch  v.  Dunn,  (/)  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  go  to  that 
extent;  the  point  under  consideration  there  was,  whether  the  debt  was 
saved  from  the  operation  of  the  statute,  by  the  acknowledgment  of  one  of 
the  several  executors  : and  Lord  Tenterden  ruled  that,  in  the  case  of  an 
executor,  a bare  acknowledgment  would  not  serve  to  take  the  case  out  of 
the  statute;  that  there  must  be  an  express  promise  proved,  and,  if  there 
were  several  executors,  the  promise  must  be  made  by  all.  This  principle 
is  adopted  and  confirmed  by  the  statute  9 Geo.  lY,  ch.  16,  passed  after 
this  decision,  which  statute  does  not  form  part  of  our  law  ; but,  if  it  did, 
it  would  not  affect  this  question.  (^) 

Hagerman,  J. — It  is  not  denied  that  a debt  is  due  by  the  estate  of 
the  late  Mr.  Washburn,  to  the  plaintiff,  to  the  amount  of  the  verdict 
rendered  in  this  cause;  neither  is  it  denied  that  the  defendant,  the 
executrix,  since  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  within  six  years  of  the  time 
of  bringing  this  action,  admitted  such  debt  to  be  due,  and  ascertained  the 
amount  in  a written  statement  made  out  by  her  authority,  and  which  was 
given  in  evidence  in  support  of  the  count  upon  an  account  stated  between 
her  as  executrix  and  the  plaintiff.  It  is  not  disputed  that  as  between 
party  and  party  the  written  statement  referred  to  would  be  evidence  of  an 
account  stated,  and  would  warrant  a recovery  accordingly  ; but  it  is  con- 
tended that  it  does  not  create  the  same  liability  as  between  an  executor 
and  creditor i at  least  so  far  as  relates  to  the  proof  necessary  to  take  a 


(a)  Williams’  Law  of  Executors,  1084. 

\c)  Ry.  & Moody,  416. 

(e)  See  note  to  Jarvis’  New  Rules  and  Statutes,  350 
{g)  See  Smith  v.  Poole,  12  Simons,  17. 
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(d)  I H.  B.  102. 

{/  ) Ry.  & M.  416. 


WATKINS  V.  WASHBURN. 


297 


case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Liraitatious.  It  is  further  argued  that  for  this 
purpose  there  must  be  an  express  promise  to  pay  by  an  executor,  not  an 
implied  promise  merely  ; and  that  stating  an  account  by  an  executor  with 
a creditor  does  not  constitute  more  than  an  implied  promise,  and  there- 
fore is  not  sufficient  to  bar  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  The  case  of  Tul- 
loch  V.  Dunn  (a.)  is  relied  on  as  authority.  The  decision  in  that  case 
was  by  Lord  Tenterden,  at  nisi  prius.  It  is  evidently  imperfectly  reported, 
but  it  is  quoted  and  referred  to  with  approbation  by  Mr.  ‘Williams  in  his 
Treatise  upon  Executors,  and  also  in  some  subsequent  cases.  It  seems 
to  establish  two  points  ; first,  that  the  mere  verbal  admission  of  a debt  by 
an  executor,  unaccompanied  by  an  express  promise  to  pay,  will  not  take 
a case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  ; and  secondly,  that  the  express 
promise  to  pay  by  one  executor  will  not,  for  that  purpose,  bind  the  others. 
But  Lord  Tenterden  did  not,  as  I think,  intend  to  rule  that  if  an  executor 
should  sit  down  with  a creditor,  and  deliberately  calculate  accounts,  strike 
a balance,  and  state  that  balance  in  writing,  or  even  verbally,  that  such 
stating  of  accounts  would  not  be  binding,  as  well  as  to  the  amount  claimed 
as  in  respect  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  Lord  Tenterden  says,  in  the 
case  referred  to,  that  the  only  count  on  which  the  plaintiff,  Tulloch, 
could  pretend  to  recover,  was  on  the  count  for  an  account  stated ; but  he 
' did  not  think  the  proof  sufficient,  it  being  merely  an  admission  that  the 
demand  was  due  and  unpaid  ; but  there  had  been  no  accounting,  or 
account  stating  a balance  rendered.  Had  such  been  the  fact,  his  lord- 
f'ship’s  ruling  would,  I apprehend,  have  been  different ; as  I think  clearly 
'would  have  been  the  decision  in  Jones  v.  Ryder  (/;.),  and  upon  numerous 
and  uniform  authorities.  If  there  had  been  no  other  count  in  this  declara- 
7tion,  but  the  one  on  an  account  stated,  and  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
had  been  pleaded  in  bar,  upon  what  ground  could  the  plaintiffs  right  to 
recover  have  been  resisted  1 The  plaintilf,  by  the  production  of  the  written 
' statement  put  in  evidence,  w^ould  establish  the  fact  that  the  account  had 
been  stated,  and  the  balance  or  amount  ascertained,  and  that  this  had 
been  done  within  six  years.  The  defendant  could  not  say  that  she  did 
not  promise,  or  that  the  cause  of  action  did  not  accrue  within  six  years, 
because  the  cause  of  action  is  the  account  stated,  not  the  items  composing 
the  original  demand  : they  were  no  longer  in  question  ; the  cause  of  action 
and  the  promise  are  identical,  the  same  as  if  the  defendant  had  given  her 
note  of  hand  or  other  written  engagement  to  pay.  In  I Term  Reports, 
42,  there  is  a note  of  a decision  upon  a writ  of  error,  “ Bartlet  v.  Emery,” 
in  which  it  was  determined  by  Lord  Raymond  and  other  judges  that 
upon  an  insimul  computasset,  the  plaintiff  was  not  obliged  to  give 
evidence  of  the  items  constituting  the  account,  but  that  it  was  sufficient 
if  he  proved  the  account  stated,  for  that  is  the  cause  of  action.  In  10 
East.  104,  Peacock  v.  Harris,  the  derendaiit  was  not  legally  liable  on  the 
original  demand,  and  the  plaintiffs  counsel  admitting  the  law  to  be  so, 
abandoned  the  special  counts  referring  to  it,  and  relied  solely  for  main- 
taining his  verdict  on  the  count  for  an  account  stated,  of  which  there  was 
some  (not  very  precise)  evidence.  And  the  court  upheld  the  recovery, 
upon  the  principle  that  the  accounting  recognized  the  plaintilfs  right  of 
action,  and  a fortiori,  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  enter  into  an  investiga- 


(a.)  Ryan  & Moody,  41G. 


(h.)  4 M.  & W.  ;32 
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tion  of  the  legality  of  the  original  demand.  Lord  Ellenborough’s  language 
in  Leaper  v.  Tatton  {a,),  as  well  as  Baron  Vaughan’s  ruling,  in  Smith  v. 
Eortye  (h.),  also  clearly  shew,  that  an  account  stated  establishes  a new 
cause  of  action  from  its  date,  as  a promissory  note  would  do  ; and  is  as  bind- 
ing between  the  respective  parties.  It  is  indeed  based  on  a new  considera- 
tion, viz.,  the  agreement  on  one  side  to  pay,  and  on  the  other  to  accept  a 
particular  sum,  in  discharge  or  release  of  all  claims  up  to  that  period. 

Postea  to  plaintiff. 


Alexander  v.  Small  and  Gowan. 

An  attorney  is  not  responsible  as  for  a fraudulent  breach  of  duty,  for  an  erroneous  ; i 

opinion  given  to  a client  on  a question  arising  on  a will. 

Assumpsit  against  two  attornies  for  negligence.  The  declaration  'ij 
alleged  that  on  the  10th  April,  1840,  the  plaintiff  had  contracted  with  £ 
one  Jane  Jordan,  for  the  lease  of  a house  by  her  to  him,  for  twenty-one 
years,  and  that  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  had  retained  the  defen-  ]\ 
dants  as  attornies  to  examine  the  title  of  Jane  Jordan  to  the  premises, 
and  whether  she  had  power  to  demise  for  the  proposed  term  of  twenty-one  | i 
years,  and  whether,  under  a demise  from  her,  the  plaintiff  would  be 
entitled  to  hold  for  twenty-one  years,  in  the  event  of  Mrs.  Jordan  dying  j 
before  the  end  of  the  term;  and  that  the  defendants  were  employed  to  !'? 
advise  the  plaintiff  thereof  for  certain  fees,  &c.,  to  them  paid.  It  was  then  , i 
averred  that  the  defendants  undertook  to  perform  “ their  duty  ” in  the  ^ 
premises  ; that  they  did  examine  the  title,  and  that  although  they  then  knew  ; « 
that  Jane  Jordan  was  then  seised  of  an  estate  in  the  premises  deter-  | » 
minable  by  her  death,  and  of  no  other  estate,  yet  the  defendants,  not  j 
regarding  their  undertaking,  but  contriving  to  injure  and  defraud  the  |'{ 
plaintiff,  did  afterwards  inform  and  advise  him  that  Jane  Jordan  had  j:) 
power  to  demise  for  the  twenty-one  years,  and  that  such  demise  would  ii| 
enable  him  to  hold  for  that  term,  notwithstanding  she  might  die  within 
the  term  ; that  the  plaintiff  confiding  in  the  defendants’  advice,  took  the  .!  j 
demise  for  twenty-one  years,  covenanting  to  pay  rent,  and  to  put  the  ' i 
premises  in  repair ; that  in  October,  1842,  Jane  Jordan  died,  whereby  m 
her  estate  and  interest  in  the  premises  wholly  determined,  and  also  the  1 1 
term  of  twenty-one  years  which  she  had  demised  ; that  thereupon  one  ; ? 
Isabella  Marion,  grand-daughter  of  Jane  Jordan,  wLo  had  an  estate  in  i 
remainder,  expectant  on  her  death,  recovered,  by  action  of  ejectment,  j 
possession  of  the  premises,  during  the  term,  and  ejected  the  plaintiff, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  lost  the  benefit  of  his  term,  and  the  money  expended  ; 
by  him  in  repairs,  and  was  obliged  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  ejectment. 

The  defendant,  Small,  in  person,  pleaded  first,  non  assumpsit ; secondly,  j 
that  they  did  not  advise  the  plaintiff  that  Jane  Jordan  had  power  to  1 
demise  for  twenty-one  years ; thirdly,  that  neither  he,  nor  the  defen-  ? 
dant  Gowan,  did  know,  at  or  before  the  making  of  the  lease,  that  Jane  ’ 
Jordan  had  only  an  estate  for  life.  The  defendant  Gowan,  by  his  attorney, 
pleaded  the  same  pleas.  Upon  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial,  the  | 
retainer  to  examine  and  advise  upon  the  title,  was  not  proved  ; nor  that 
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i the  defendants  ever  did  in  fact  examine  it,  or  know  before  the  lease  was 
made,  what  the  real  nature  of  Mrs.  Jordan’s  interest  was,  nor  that  they 
R did  in  fact  advise  the  plaintiff  upon  the  subject;  but  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
Latham,  clerk  of  the  defendants,  who  prepared  the  lease,  &c.,  merely 
established  that  Mr.  Small  was  applied  to  by  Mrs.  Jordan  to  take  care  of 
II  her  interests,  and  prepared  the  lease  upon  instructions  given  by  her  when 
I the  plaintiff  was  present.  On  the  other  hand,  the  plaintiff  produced  a 
I letter  from  Mr.  Small,  written  to  him  on  the  16th  January,  1842,  and  as 
I it  seemed,  after  the  plaintiff  was  threatened  with  trouble  on  account  of  an 
I alleged  want  of  right  in  Mrs.  Jordan  to  make  the  lease.  The  letter  ran 
ij  thus  : “I  beg  to  state  that  when  you  first  employed  me  upon  the -subject, 
L “I  ascertained  by  looking  into  the  question,  to  my  own  satisfaction,  that 
I '‘Mrs.  Jordan,  the  tenant  in  possession,  could  make  a lease  for  twenty- 
|i“  one  years,  although  she  might  not  so  long  live,  where  the  terms  of  the 
lease  were  intended  to  work  beneficially  for  the  tenant  in  tail,  (Miss 
I “ Marion),  without  its  being  in  the  power  of  the  tenant  in  tail  to  disturb 
j “ such  lessee.  That  such  are  the  terms  of  your  lease  I am  perfectly 
“ satisfied,  and  therefore  have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that  in  ray  opinion, 
“ yours  is  a good  and  valid  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  and  one  which  the 
“law  will  not  permit  the  tenant  in  tail  to  disturb,  should  the  lessor  die 
“ before  the  expiration  of  the  term.  ” At  the  trial,  the  learned  judge  not 
■considering  that  the  declaration  was  supported,  was  about  to  direct  a 
nonsuit,  but  the  plaintifi’s  counsel  insisted  on  the  case  going  to  the  jury, 
l and  it  was  submitted  to  them  with  a direction,  that  unless  they  were 
satisfied  that  the  defendants  were  retained  to  examine  into  Mrs.  Jordan’s 
title,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  and  before  the  lease  was  given,  they  should 
find  for  the  defendants ; that  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Latham,  the  defendant’s 
clerk,  shewed  no  such  retainer,  and  that  Mr.  Small’s  letter  did  not  state 
when  he  was  employed,  nor  for  what  object.  The  jury  found  for  the 
defendants,  and 

Crooks  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
rection. 

I Sullivan  djadi  Blake  shewed  cause. 

[ Kobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  given  in  this 
case  did  not  conclusively  establish  that  the  defendants  had  been  retained 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  before  the  lease  was  taken,  to  examine  into  the 
right  of  Mrs.  Jordan  to  make  the  lease  for  twenty-one  years.  It  is  per- 

tj  haps  the  natural  construction  to  put  upon  the  letter  that  he  was  so 
retained,  but  it  was  left  to  the  jury  upon  that  point,  as  well  as  on  the 
\ question  of  negligence.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  promise  of  the 
f defendants,  as  laid,  is,  that  they  would  examine  the  title,  and  advise  the 
i ylaintiff  whether  Mrs.  Jordan  had  or  had  not  power  to  demise  for  twenty- 
I one  years  ; and  the  breach  of  duty  alleged  is,  that  they  did  examine,  and 
I did  ascertain  that  she  had  an  estate  for  life  only  ; and  that,  nevertheless, 
t they  advised  the  plaintiff  that  she  could  make  the  demise  for  twenty-one 
I years.  They  did,  therefore,  perform  all  that  they  promised ; that  is,  they 
did  noifail  to  examine,  and  did  not  fail  to  advise.  It  is  not  alleged  that 
I they  undertook  to  advise  her  truly  (that  is  in  law,  as  well  as  in  fact),  there 
I is  therefore  here  no  breach  of  a promise  alleged,  but  a fraudulent  breach 
I of  duty.  And  looking  at  the  whole  evidence,  we  are  not  in  favour  of 
I setting  aside  this  verdict.  Supposing  the  jury  to  have  been  satisfied  that 
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Mr.  Small  (one  of  the  partners  who  are  made  defendants)  had,  beyond 
doubt,  been  employed  by  the  plaintiff,  not  merely  to  prepare  the  lease, 
but  to  examine  into  the  right  of  Mrs.  Jordan  to  grant  it,  yet  we  never  can 
hold  that  an  attorney  is  liable  for  every  error  in  judgment,  as  for  culpable 
negligence.  Unless  the  jury,  when  they  heard  Mr.  Small’s  letter  read, 
believed  that  he  had  not  given  the  matter  his  best  consideration,  and  did 
not  form  the  opinion  there  expressed,  they  would  have  done  great  injustice 
in  convicting  the  defendants  of  the  misfeasance  charged  upon  them,  which 
is  the  fraudulently  advising  the  plaintiff  that  Mrs.  Jordan  had  a right  to 
make  such  a lease,  when  they  hnew  she  had  not.  That  is  the  misconduct 
alleged,  and  not  any  mere  negligence  or  omission.  The  cases  cited  from 
the  books,  of  an  attorney  omitting  some  step  in  a cause  which  thepractice 
clearly  requires,  or,  leaving  out  ot  an  abstract  submitted  to  a conveyancer 
for  an  opinion,  some  fact  very  material  to  be  stated,  and  of  which  he  had 
been  informed  by  his  client,  will  bear  no  comparison  with  this  case ; and 
certainly  the  evidence  furnished  no  proof  of  the  kind  of  misconduct 
charged,  which  is  the  wilfully  misleading  the  plaintiff.  The  profession  of 
the  law  would  be  the  most  hazardous  of  all  professions,  if  those  who 
practice  it  in  any  of  its  branches  were  to  be  held  strictly  accountable  for 
the  accuracy  of  their  opinions. 

Eule  discharged. 


Thompson  v.  Macklem  et  al.  ’ 

In  an  action  against  the  proprietors  of  a rail-road  car,  for  an  accident  that  il 
happened  to  the  plaintiff  in  consequence  of  the  carelessness  of  one  of  their  ifj 
drivers,  an  averment  in  the  declaration  that  the  contract  was  to  carry  safely, 
is  supported  by  proof  that  the  accident  arose  from  the  driver’s  want  of  care  ' I 
and  skill.  |J 

Assumpsit  against  the  defendants,  as  the  owners  of  a rail-road  car,  for!| 
not  carrying  the  plaintiff  carefully  and  safely,  according  to  their  contract, is 
from  Queenston  to  Chippewa,  but  carelessly  and  with  want  of  skill,  run-i|i 
ning  over  him  with  the  car,  while  he  was  a passenger  by  such  car,  andiii 
breaking  his  leg.  The  declaration,  after  setting  forth  that  the  defendants  i:,' 
were  owners  of  the  rail-road  car,  and  that  the  plaintiff  desired  to  go  in  it  j 
as  a passenger  from  Queenston  to  Chippewa,  alleged  that  the  defendants!  i 
undertook  and  promised  the  plaintiff  to  use  all  due  and  proper  care,  and  I si 
“ skill  in  and  about  the  driving  and  management  of  the  said  car,  whilst  thc  j , 
“ plaintiff  should  be  a passenger  thereby  as  aforesaid,  and  to  carry  and|  ? 

convey  the  plaintiff  safely  from  Queenston  aforesaid  to  Chippewa  afore- j ' 
“ said.”  It  then  averred  that  the  plaintiff  went  as  a passenger  in  the  car' 
of  the  defendants,  yet  that  the  defendants  not  regarding  their  promise,  : > 
did  not  use  due  and  proper  care  and  skill  in  the  management  of  their  car,  | 
and  carrying  and  conveying  the  said  plaintiff,  whilst  he  was  a passenger, \ 
thereby  as  aforesaid,  but  wholly  neglected  so  to  do,  and,  on  the  contrary! ' 
thereof,  the  defendants,  by  their  driver,  &c.,  so  negligently,  carelessly,  and 
improperly  drove,  managed  and  directed  the  said  car,  and  the  horsesj 
drawing  the  same,  that  afterwards,  and  whilst  the  car  was  proceedingli 
from  Queenston  to  Chippewa,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  said  car  by  and  through^ 
the  negligence,  unskiifulness  and  improper  conduct  of  the  defendants,  by 
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their  servants  inthatbehalf,  knocked  down,  ran  over,  and  otherwise  greatly 
injured  the  plaintiff,  &c.  &c.  (stating  the  nature  of  the  injury  received.) 

In  a second  count,  the  retainer  and  undertaking  were  laid  in  the  same 
manner,  and  that  the  plaintiff  went  a short  distance  in  the  car,  viz.  from 
Qaeenston  for  seven  miles,  and  it  alleged  the  breach  thus  : “Yet  the 
“ defendants,  not  regarding  their  said  promise  and  undertaking,  so  negli- 
“ gently  and  carelessly  by  their  servant  drove  and  managed  their  car  and 
“ hox^Q^i'whilsttheplaintiffwas  so  a passenger  as  aforesaid,  that  the  plairdif 
“ became  and  was  run  over,  and  otherwise  greatly  injured,”  &c.  The 
defendants  pleaded  first,  that  they  did  not  undertake  and  promise  as 
alleged ; secondly,  that  they  did  use  due  care,  but  that  the  plaintiff, 
whilst  the  car  was  proceeding  from  Queenston  to  Chippewa,  by  his  own 
negligence,  default,  carelessness,  and  improper  conduct,  and  without  the 
negligence,  default,  carelessness  and  unskilfulness  or  improper  conduct  of 
the  defendants,  did  fall  from  the  said  car,  and  was  run  over,  and  was 
otherwise  greatly  injured  ; but  without  the  negligence  or  default  of  the 
defendants,  or  any  improper  or  unskilful  conduct  on  the  part  of  their 
driver,  as  in  the  first  count  alleged.  The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  these 
pleas.  It  was  proved,  on  the  trial,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a passenger  from 
Queenston  to  Chippewa,  in  the  rail-road  car,  which  was  drawn  by  horses  ; 
that  when  they  arrived  at  a point  where  a road  diverges  to  the  Clifton 
Hotel,  the  car  was  stopped,  as  it  usually  is,  to  let  out  those  passengers 
I who  desire  to  go  to  the  < llifton  House,  and  who  either  walk  thither  or 
are  taken  by  some  other  conveyance.  This  detained  the  car  some  time, 
and  the  passengers  were  told  by  one  of  the  attendants  on  the  car,  that 
they  might  if  they  pleased  leave  the  car,  and  walk  along  the  road  towards 
Chippewa,  in  order  to  get  a view  of  the  Falls  of  JSTiagara,  and  that  they 
would  be  taken  up  by  the  car  as  it  came  along.  The  plaintiff  and  the 
other  passengers  left  the  car  for  that  purpose,  and  walked  on  towards  the 
Falls,  and  when  the  car  followed,  the  driver  blew  a horn  to  give  notice  to 
them  of  its  approach.  The  plaintiff  and  the  others  came  running  up  in 
order  to  get  in.  The  horses  were  going  on  a trot,  one  of  them  on  a 
canter,  as  one  of  the  witneses  stated  ; a passenger  who  sat  alongside  of 
the  driver,  asked  him  if  he  was  not  going  to  stop  to  let  them  get  in  ; he 
said  no,  and  did  not  check  his  horses.  It  seemed  that  on  the  other  side 
of  the  car  farthest  from  the  men  as  they  came  up,  there  was  a ledge,  a 
platform  for  passengers  to  step  on,  and  that  the  road  on  that  side  hap- 
pened at  that  point  to  be  most  convenient  for  getting  in.  Two  of  the 
passengers  ran  round  the  car  and  got  in  on  thats’de  without  injury.  The 
plaintiff  probably  not  perceiving,  nor  being  aware  of  the  difference,  j umped 
on  the  side  of  the  first  car,  and  looked  in,  but  either  could  not  get  in 
there,  or  desired  to  get  into  the  second  car  behind  it ; he  shouted 
out,  but  was  not  understood  by  any  one  distinctly,  to  request  the  driver 
to  stop  j after  looking  into  the  first,  he  stepped  along  on  the  side  of  the 
car  to  the  one  behind,  when  some  one  in  that  car  opened  the  door,  and 
that  pushed  him  off,  (as  it  appeared  to  one  of  the  witnesses,)  when  he  ran 
a short  distance  on  the  ground  by  the  side  of  the  car,  and  then  attempted 
to  get  on  again,  but  made  a false  step  and  fell,  and  the  car  went  over 
him  and  broke  his  leg,  which  was  so  badly  fractured  that  it  was  necessary 
to  amputate  it.  Upon  some  points  the  statements  of  the  witnesses  did 
not  agree.  One  of  the  people  about  the  car  swore  that  the  horses  were 
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moving  slowly,  and  a passenger  also  stated  the  same,  and  that  any  active  i 
man  might  easily  have  got  on  the  car.  It  appeared  also,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  had  gone  round  he  would  have  found  on  the  other  side  of  the  i 
car,  a person  whose  business  it  was  to  let  him  in,  and  who  let  in  the  ' 
others. 

Blahe^  counsel  for  the  defendants,  moved  for  a nonsuit,  because  the  i 
contract  proved  varied  from  that  laid,  their  being  no  undertaking  to  | 
carry  “ sa/e^2/>”  from  one  point  to  another,  which  would  amount  to  i: 
insurance  ; but  only  a contract  to  use  due  care  and  skill.  The  learned  i; 
judge  did  not  over-rule  this  objection ; he  was  of  opinion  that  there  were  il ! 
other  difficulties  ic  the  case,  considering  that  the  accident  did  not  happen  j:  i 
in  such  a manner  as  brought  it  within  the  contract,  but  was  rather  an  j 
injury  occurring  independently  of  the  contract,  as  the  defendants  were  ii 
not  at  that  moment  carrying  the  plaintiff  in  the  car  as  a passenger,  under  | 
the  agreement ; but  might  be  charged  with  negligently  running  over  him  jl 
on  the  highway,  as  they  might  have  done  over  any  other  person  not  a ' 
passenger.  The  case,  however,  went  to  the  jury  with  a charge  that  the  | 
accident  did  not  occur  to  the  plaintiff  while  the  defendants  were  carrying  | 
him  as  the  plaintiff  alleged ; and  further,  that  if  it  appeared  to  the  jury  ; 
that  the  accident  happened  in  consequence  of  the  negligence  or  want  of  | 
care,  or  improper  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  himself,  then  that  the  plaintiff  | 
could  not  recover;  and  it  was  the  learned  judge’s  impression,  from  the  ! 
evidence,  that  this  was  the  case,  far  that  there  was  no  necessity  to  jump  !j 
on  the  cars  while  they  were  in  motion,  and  that  it  was  inconsiderate  and 
imprudent  to  do  so.  The  jury  nevertheless  found  a verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  200?.  damages,  which  ;; 

Blake  moved  to  set  aside,  as  being  contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  and  l! 
the  judge’s  charge,  and  for  excessive  damages. 

Crooks  shewed  cause. — The  action  is  framed  in  assumpsit,  against  th®  ! 
defendants  as  the  carriers  of  passengers,  and  the  substantial  cause  o^  ^ 
complaint  urged  against  them  by  the  plaintiff  is,  that  they  did  not  carry  i 
him  with  the  care  and  skill  which  they  were  required  te  exercise  under  ! 
the  circumstances.  It  is  true  that  the  contract  is  alleged  to  carry  safely , | 
but  that  term  being  introduced  does  not  make  the  defendants  insurers  as  j! 
was  contended  on  their  behalf  at  the  trial,  nor  render  them  responsible  in  'j 
every  event,  it  only  imports  a liability  on  their  part,  when  they  have  II 
neglected  to  perform  the  duty  which  the  law  would  impose  upon  them,  as 
carriers  of  passengers,  from  want  of  reasonable  care  and  skill.  The  defen-  j j 
dants  cannot  complain  that  the  case  did  not  go  to  the  jury  under  as  ; J 
favourable  a charge  for  them  as  they  could  have  desired,  they  make  no  | i 
motion  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  but  because  the  verdict  was  con-  j{ 
traryto  law,  evidence  and  the  judge’s  charge.  It  is  true  that  the  verdict  1 
was  contrary  to  the  charge  of  the  learned  judge,  but  if  it  had  been  in 
accordance  with  it,  it  would  have  been  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  have  jh 
moved  against  it  for  misdirection.  The  contract  was  not  one  to  carry  | ' 
safely  at  all  events,  nor  was  it  necessary  so  to  prove  it ; and  the  defen-  : 
dauts  raised  an  express  issue  upon  the  pleadings,  that  the  injury  com-  j i 
plained  of  by  the  plaintiff  occurred  to  him  by  his  own  act,  which  has  been  j ' 
negatived  by  the  jury.  Upon  the  evidence  there  was  gross  negligence 
shewn  on  the  part  of  the  defendants’  servant,  and  the  jury  have  rendered  I 
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a most  proper  verdict.  He  cited  Bridge  v-  The  Grand  Junction  Bail  way 
r Company  (a.)t  Davies  v.  Mann  (b.), 

Blake,  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  plaintiff  ought  to  have  been  non- 
i "suited  on  the  variance  in  the  contract  set  out.  He  charges  the  defen- 
s dants  upon  a contract  which  in  no  way  arises  from  their  common-law 
’ liability  as  carriers  of  passengers,  hut  must  be  proved  in  express  terms 
I as  it  is  laid.  The  declaration  seems  to  have  been  framed  on  the  common 
^ form  against  carriers  of  goods,  as  if  there  were  no  difference  in  the  nature 
i of  the  liability  of  carriers  of  goods  and  carriers  of  passengers,  and  therefore 
[ the  contract  that  the  law  would  presume  against  the  former,  not  being 
I chargeable  upon  the  latter,  the  averments  contained  in  it  could  only  be 
I established  by  proof  of  an  express  contract,  which  the  plaintiff  did  not 
I attempt  to  give  in  evidence.  Upon  this  point  the  jury  found  expressly 
I against  the  direction  of  the  judge  at  the  trial,  and  that  finding  ought  not 
to  be  supported.  The  verdict  is  also  against  the  weight  of  evidence, 
which  is  rather  in  favour  of  the  defendant’s  plea.  The  accident,  there 
can  be  no  doubt,  was  a most  serious  one  for  the  plaintiff,  but  the  extent 
of  the  injury  to  him  is  not  to  be  the  measure  of  the  liability  of  the  defen- 
dants, if  the  accident  happened  to  him  principally  by  his  own  wilful  act; 

I \hd  the  evidence  on  the  notes  of  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause, 
fully  establishes  that  point,  as  in  all  probability  no  injury  whatever  would 
have  been  done  to  the  plaintiff,  if  he  had  not  foolishly  and  carelessly 
attempted  to  get  upon  the  car.  Although  excessive  damages  are  made  a 
i part  of  the  grounds  of  the  motion,  they  are  only  meant  to  be  considered 
in  connection  with  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff’s  own  wilfulness,  and  in 
that  view  they  may  be  properly  urged  as  affording  sufficient  material  for  a 
new  trial. 

' Eobinson,  C.  J, — One  ground  on  which  the  defendants  ask  us  to  set 
aside  the  verdict  is,  that  the  damages  are  excessive.  The  sum,  it  must 
.be  admitted,  is  considerable,  and  such  perhaps  as  the  profits  upon  the 
undertaking  in  which  the  defendants  are  engaged  may  not  well  enable 
them  to  bear;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  the  injury  which  the  plaintiff  has 
undoubtedly  suffered,  is  irreparable,  and  is  so  great,  that  no  one  can  sup- 
port the  opinion  that  200Z.  is  more  than  an  adequate  compensation  for  it, 
or  more  than  the  defendants  ought  to  pay,  if  it  was  really  occasioned  by 
the  carelessness  of  their  servants.  It  does  not  appear  what  is  the  station 
• in  life  of  the  plaintiff.  If  he  is  a person  in  easy  and  respectable  circum- 
stances, he  would  feel  200Z.  to  be  a poor  recompense  for  having  one  of 
his  legs  amputated,  and  if  he  was  a poor  man  before,  dependant  on  his 
labour  for  his  support,  such  a misfortune  might  reduce  him  almost  to  the 
' condition  of  a pauper.  We  are  bound,  therefore,  to  look  at  the  case 
without  an  impression  on  our  minds  that  the  damages  given  necessarily 
! indicate  any  undue  prepossession  in  the  jury  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

We  have  considered  the  evidence  very  attentively,  and  the  more  so 
f from  the  circumstance  that  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause  formed 
; then  an  opinion  of  the  effect  of  it,  in  which  the  rest  of  the  court  do  not 
fully  concur;  and,  I believe,  he  still  retains  that  opinion. 

These  rail-road  cars  are  heavily  laden  in  general,  and,  in  consequence, 
’ they  are  almost  certain  to  inflict  a serious,  if  not  a fatal,  injury,  when  they 


(a)  3 M.  & W.  243. 


(6)  10  M.  &W.  546. 
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happen  to  pass  over  any  person  or  animal  in  their  way ; the  necessity  for 
care,  therefore,  is  the  greater,  and  public  policy  demands  that  such  care  I 
should  be  enforced.  It  is  not  enough  to  say,  that  if  the  passenger  had 
been  an  active  man,  and  if  he  had  been  well  used  to  such  conveyances,  : 
and  knew  perfectly  when  and  where,  and  how  he  could  best  get  into  the  i 
car  when  moving,  he  would  not  have  met  with  this  injury.  Every  pas- 
senger is  not  bound  to  be  active  and  robust,  or  dexterous  and  experienced  i; 
in  getting  off  and  on  rail-road  cars.  They  should  be  so  driven  and  con- 
ducted  as  to  be  safe  for  the  general  run  of  passengers  who  may  have  {! 
occasion  to  go  by  them  ; and  so  as  to  require  from  such  passengers  only  ji 
that  care  and  attention  which  people  in  general  may  be  expected  to  give. 
^ow  when  the  driver  saw  the  plaintiff  running  towards  the  car,  he  knew  Jj 
perfectly  well  that  he  wished  to  be  taken  up,  as  he  had  been  told  he  would  j| 
be,  and  he  should  have  pulled  in  his  horses  and  ascertained  that  his  ii 
passengers  were  in  the  cars  ; and  not  continued  moving  at  the  same  rate  I 
(which  it  is  sworn  he  did)  as  he  did  before,  as  if  no  one  had  occasion  to  i 
get  in.  It  appeared  to  two  indiff“erent  passengers  that  his  conduct  was  I 
heedless  and  unfeeling,  and  it  has  the  same  appearance  to  me,  upon  read-  j 
ing  the  evidence.  Others,  it  is  true,  give  a more  favorable  account  of  j 
the  unfortunate  occurrence  ; but  before  we  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  ; 
verdict  which  the  jury  have  given  him,  we  ought  to  be  able  to  say  that  i 
in  our  judgment  they  have  done  wrong,  or  at  least,  that  we  strongly  I 
apprehend  it.  That  is  not  my  impression,  and  I am  sorry  to  say  that  it 
is  not,  because  I have  no  doubt  that  the  defendants  would  themselves 
strongly  disapprove  of  any  want  of  humanity  or  consideration  on  the  part  j|i 
of  their  servants,  and  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  such  a loss  should  fall  ji: 
upon  them  ; but  on  their  own  account,  and  in  order  to  give  the  public  jj 
confidence  in  their  conveyance,  it  is  wise  as  well  as  necessary  that  due  jii 
care  should  be  enforced. 

Whether  there  w^as  culpable  negligence  or  not,  was  a question  for  the  i 
jury ; it  was  left  to  them  in  such  a manner  that  the  defendants  cannot  and  i 
do  not  complain  of  any  misdirection.  The  learned  judge  was  fully  aware  || 
of  the  reasonable  distinction  recognized  in  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Boyce,  (a)  ' 
and  in  other  cases,  that  when  an  accident  is  fairly  to  be  traced  to  a want  ; 
of  ordinary  care  and  prudence,  or  want  of  skill  in  the  other  party,  there 
is  then  no  claim  to  damages.  This  was  brought  strongly  and  clearly  | 
before  the  jury,  but  they  did  not  consider  this  a case  in  which  they  could  jii 
justly  exempt  the  defendants  from  responsibility  on  such  a ground  ; and  I 
I think  they  judged  rightly.  Many  persons,  when  they  saw  the  driver  U 
did  not  notice  them  and  shewed  no  disposition  to  stop,  might  have  stood  f j 
still,  and  let  the  horses  trot  away  from  them,  rather  than  run  the  risk  of  » i 
accident,  by  attempting  to  jump  on  the  car  while  it  was  moving,  but  it  f 
was  natural,  since  the  driver  would  not  stop,  that  the  passenger  should  i f 
make  the  effort,  rather  than  be  left  behind;  and  if  the  driver  had  any  f: 
intention,  he  must  have  intended  that  he  should  do  so  ; and  at  any  rate,  ji 
he  or  his  employers  are  fairly  responsible  for  the  consequences,  for  if  the  Pi 
car  had  been  stopped,  as  it  ought  to  have  been,  the  accident  would  not  f 
have  happened.  Instead  of  throwing  upon  passengers  the  necessity  of  j 
jumping  on  the  cars  while  they  are  moving,  or  doing  anything  else  that  is  | 


(a)  1 Stark.  N.  P.  C.  493. 
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‘ hazardous,  it  is  the  duty  of  those  in  charge  to  warn  them  against  it,  and 
“ not  to  let  them  do  it,  if  they  can  prevent  it. 

i In  this  instance,  it  appears  that  a careless  driver,  rather  than  give 
himself  the  trouble  of  stopping  his  horses,  has,  without  the  slightest 
necessity,  reduced  the  plaintiff  to  the  condition  of  a cripple  for  life.  If  a 
person  not  having  before  taken  his  passage  in  the  cars,  had  rudely  and 
; inconsiderately  attempted  to  get  into  them  while  they  were  in  motion, 

: instead  of  going  to  a proper  station,  or  first  prevailing  on  the  driver  to 
' stop,  we  might  have  said  that  he  should  be  left  to  suffer  the  consequence 
I of  his  own  folly  ; but  the  plaintiff  was  one  of  their  passengers  ; had  rode 
j seven  miles  with  them ; had  left  them  with  their  approbation,  on  the 
1 promise  of  being  taken  up — he  was  called  for  by  blowing  a horn,  as  usual ; 

’j‘  his  approach  was  seen,  and  he  was  entitled  to  expect,  and  should  have 
I received,  more  attention  than  to  be  left  to  scramble  on  the  car  as  he 
t could. 

E It  was  made  a question  at  the  trial,  whether  the  nature  of  the  occur- 
I rence  was  such  as  to  bring  it  within  the  description  of  the  breach  of  duty 
I alleged.  The  undertaking  was  to  carry  the  plaintiff  from  Queenston  to 
Chippewa,  and  the  negligence  charged  is,  that  while  the  defendants  were 
carrying  him  m their  cars  upon  that  undertaking,  they  negligently  ran 
over  him  with  the  cars,  which,  it  is  said,  could  not  be  in  the  nature  of 
things.  This  seems  repugnant  at  firs!;,  and  I was  inclined  to  think  that 
the  action  should  rather  have  been  brought  simply  for  negligently  driving 
over  the  plaintiff  on  the  highway  and  breaking  his  leg,  without  regard  to 
the  fact  of  the  defendants’ being  engaged  at  the  time  to  convey  the  plaintiff 
as  a passenger ; but  I am  satisfied,  on  reflection,  that  the  declaration  is 
more  proper  as  it  is ; because  the  fact  of  negligence  in  a great  measure 
arises  from  the  relation  in  which  the  parties  stood  to  each  other,  and 
which  imposed  upon  the  defendants  a greater  responsibility.  As  I have 
already  stated,  if  the  accident  had  happened  to  a person  passing  along 
the  road  who  had  taken  no  passage  in  the  cars,  but  was  nevertheless 
attempting  unceremoniously  to  jump  into  one  of  them,  the  conduct  of  the 
driver  in  not  stopping  might  have  been  differently  viewed.  As  it  was,  I 
think  the  injury  may  very  properly  be  said  to  have  been  received  by  the 
plaintiff,  while  he  was  being  carried  in  the  defendant’s  cars,  as  a passenger 
from  Queenston  to  Chippewa.  It  was  a kind  of  episode  in  the  journey, 

• not  an  occurrence  distinct  from  and  unconnected  with  it.  If  a master  of 
a vessel  receive  a package  on  board  to  be  carried  across  the  lake,  and 
when  stopping  at  some  intermediate  port,  were  to  take  it  out  and  land  it 
on  a wharf  in  order  to  facilitate  the  stowing  or  unlading  of  the  goods,  and 
were  to  take  it  in  again  so  carelessly  that  it  was  broken,  or  dropped  into 
the  water,  it  might  be  correctly  said,  I think,  that  he  so  negligently  carried 
' the  goods  from  one  place  to  the  other,  that  while  he  was  carrying  them 
they  were  damaged,  &c. 

The  objection  which  during  the  argument  it  struck  me  might  possibly  be 
i found  to  create  a difiiculty,  and  on  which  the  defendants’  counsel  seemed 
; most  to  rely,  was,  that  the  contract  was  mis-described ; it  being  alleged 
p that  the  delendants  engaged  to  carry  the  plaintiff  safely  from  the  one 
place  to  the  other,  and  not  merely  that  they  undertook  to  carry  him  with 
f care  and  skill,  &c.,  thereby  seeming  to  charge  upon  them  a promise  to 
t j insure ; — the  same  kind  of  responsibility  as  the  common-law  imposes  upon 
I 20  tr.  c.  Q.  B.  2 
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cairiers  in  respect  to  goods;  but  not  in  respect  to  passengers.  It  is  I 
undoubtedly  a 'well  settled  principle,  that  a contract  must  be  set  forth 
truly,  and  though  my  inclination,  I confess,  'was  to  regard  this  declaration  ■ 
as  setting  forth  nothing  more  than  a promise  to  carry  carefully,  using 
“safely”  in  a sense  'which  it  often  receives,  yet  I might  have  hesitated  to 
uphold  it  on  that  footing ; but  I find  that  this  very  point  has  received 
consideration  in  a case  of  Harris  v.  Costar,  {a)  and  that  Chief  Justice  ; 
Best  very  decidedly  over-ruled  the  objection ; so  decidedly  that  he  ii 
refused  to  reserve  the  point,  though  he  'was  pressed  to  do  so.  The  ii 
ruling  does  not  appear  to  have  been  moved  against  afterwards,  nor  the  j 
propriety  of  the  direction  questioned.  It  is  reasonable  and  just  in  its 
effect,  for  the  parties  well  understood  no  doubt,  as  in  this  case,  that  they  |’ 
were  to  try  the  question  of  negligence  or  no  negligence ; and  that  nothing 
like  a contract  to  insure  was  relied  upon.  Availing  myself  of  that  j 
authority,  and  seeing  no  other  ground  on  which  we  ought  to  set  aside  the 
verdict,  I am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

McLean,  J. — There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  I 
a serious  and  irreparable  injury,  and  if  I could  see  that  it  arose  from  any  | 
misconduct  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  or  their  servant,  „ 
1 should  be  most  unwilling  to  disturb  the  verdict  on  account  of  the  i 
amount  which  the  jury  have  given.  On  the  trial  I felt  obliged  to  take  a 'j 
view  of  the  case  unfavourable  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover,  and  so  i| 
expressed  myself  to  the  jury  ; but  they  nevertheless  rendered  a verdict  for  i 
the  plaintiff.  That  verdict  is  now  sustained  by  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  i 
Justice,  in  which  I believe  Mr.  Justice  Hagerman  concurs,  after  a review  ‘4 
of  the  evidence  taken  on  the  trial ; and  I admit,  that  under  these  circum-  i| 
stances,  my  confidence  in  the  correctness  of  my  former  opinion,  is  not  so 
strong  as  it  was.  I am  unable,  however,  after  the  most  mature  con- 
sideration  which  I have  been  able  to  give  this  case,  to  concur  in  the  i!: 
opinion  of  my  brother  judges,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  retain  his  || 
verdict.  The  contract  declared  upon  is,  to  carry  the  plaintiff  safely  from  ;.j 
Queenston  to  Chippewa,  in  the  defendants’  rail-road  car  ; and  the  breach 
of  that  contract  assigned  is,  that  the  defendants  so  negligently  and  unskil-  J 
fully  managed  their  car,  that  they  knocked  down  the  plaintiff  and  ran  r| 
over  him,  and  broke  his  leg.  It  is  alleged  by  the  defendants’  counsel,  that  ! | 
the  contract  as  laid  to  carry  safely  must  be  proved,  but  the  case  of  Harris 
V.  Costar,  (b)  and  others,  I think  shews  that  an  allegation  that  the  defen-  : j 
dants  promised  to  carry  the  plaintiff  safely,  does  not  mean  to  carry  safely  !;  I 
at  all  events,  but  to  carry  with  due  care,  and  that  proof  of  the  want  of  due  | ( 
care  will  support  such  an  allegation,  and  if  this  were  the  only  objection,  ; 

I could  readily  assent  to  the  verdict  being  sustained.  All  carriers  of  i 
passengers  for  hire  are  bound  to  use  due  care  in  their  conveyance,  and  an  i 
action  may  be  maintained  by  any  one  injured  from  the  want  of  such  care. 

In  actions  against  coach  proprietors,  the  injury  complained  of  has  arisen  in  i 
I believe  all  cases,  from  the  overturning  or  breaking  down  of  the  coach,  i 
or  defect  in  harness,  or  unskilful  ot  improper  driving ; but  I have  not  i 
been  able  to  find  any  case  where  an  action  has  been  sustained  for  running 
over  an  individual,  on  a contract  to  carry  such  individual  safely  or  with  s 
due  care.  If  a passenger  by  a coach,  who  alighted  for  any  temporary  : 


{a)  1 C.  & P.  636. 
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.purpose,  were  run  over  by  the  coach  by  the  negligence  of  the  driver,  he 
I could  no  doubt  maintain  an  action  against  the  proprietors  for  the  injury  ; 
p , but  he  could  scarcely  seek  to  recover  on  the  contract  to  carry  him,  as  for 
y A an  injury  occasioned  to  him  in  being  carried.  In  this  case  the  injury  is 

f alleged  to  have  been  occasioned  to  the  plaintiff  in  carrying  him  from 
Queenston  to  Chippewa,  through  the  carelessness  and  unskilfulness  of  the 

I defendant’s  servant.  Now  the  issue  on  the  second  plea,  is,  whether  the 
defendants  “ did  use  due  and  proper  care  ^md  skill  about  the  driving  and 
management  of  the  car,  and  in  carrying  and  conveying  the  plaintiff  while 
he  was  a passenger,  and  that  the  plaintiff  by  his  own  negligence  and 
default  was  run  over  and  injured  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  without 
“any  negligence  or  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.”  This 
issue  I think  the  evidence  establishes  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  There 
t was  nothing  wrong  in  the  carriages,  or  in  anything  connected  with  the 
j-  railway,  and  the  driver  appears  to  have  been  managing  his  horses  with 
proper  care  and  skill.  He  was  driving  at  the  time  of  the  accident  as  it 
is  alleged,  at  rather  a fast  rate — one  of  the  horses  had  been  cantering 
after  leaving  the  station,  but  how  long  before  the  accident  was  not  stated . 
When  the  plaintiff  came  up  to  the  car  with  the  others,  no  request  was 
made  to  the  driver  to  stop,  but  all  seemed  willing  to  take  their  chance  of 
' getting  on  while  the  car  was  moving  forward  at  the  pace  which  has  been 
i'  stated  ; the  risk,  if  any,  was  therefore  their  own,  and  the  defendants  were 
' not  responsible  for  the  consequences.  The  case  seems  to  me  to  be  pre- 
cisely the  same  as  if  a passenger  who  had  gone  in  advance  of  a stage  or 
j|  mail  coach,  were  to  attempt  while  the  coach  was  passing  rapidly  along  the 
road  to  get  in  without  any  request  to  the  driver  to  stop,  and  then  falling 
in  such  a manner  as  to  receive  injury  from  the  wheels  passing  over  him; 
such  injury,  in  my  judgment,  would  be  attributable  to  the  imprudence 
and  default  of  the  individual  rather  than  to  the  want  of  care  of  the  driver ; 
i and  it  seems  to  me  impossible,  that  a person  so  injured  could  recover 
damages  against  the  coach  proprietors,  in  an  action  for  a breach  of  con- 
tract to  carry  with  due  care.  It  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to 
run  any  risk  in  getting  upon  the  car  while  it  was  going  at  a fast  rate 
along  the  road.  He  had  an  undoubted  right  to  require  the  driver  to  stop 
in  order  that  he  might  get  in,  if  by  any  encouragement  from  persons  con- 
nected with  the  car  he  was  induced  to  go  forward  to  see  the  Falls  and,  in 
the  event  of  his  not  stopping,  he  might  bring  an  action  against  the  pro- 
prietors for  any  damage  he  might  sustain  in  consequences  of  losing  his 
passage : the  evidence  does  not  clearly  establish  that  such  encouragement 
i was  given  by  any  person  who  had  authority  to  give  it.  If  no  such  permis- 
^ sion  were  given,  then  it  could  scarcely  be  expected  that  the  rail-road  cars 
would  be  stopped  to  take  in  each  passenger  at  such  particular  point  as 
he  might  choose.  But  if  without  any  request  to  stop,  an  individual 
chooses  to  run  the  risk  of  jumping  on  the  rail  on  which  passengers  usually 
step,  and  walk  in  getting  into  the  cars,  he  has  no  right,  as  it  appears  to 
me,  to  call  upon  the  proprietors  to  pay  the  damage  which  has  been  occa- 
. sioned  to  him  by  his  own  conduct  in  assuming  that  risk  and  acting  upon 
it.  The  injury  was  not  occasioned  by  the  defendants  in  carrying  the 
plaintiff,  but  was  in  consequence  of  his  own  want  of  prudence,  in  jumping 
on  the  car  when  in  motion,  in  order  to  he  carried  to  the  end  of  his  journey  ; 
and  as  this  is  an  action  for  a breach  of  contract  to  carry  with  due  care, 
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and  no  want  of  care  is  shewn  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  or  their 
servant,  in  driving  or  managing  the  carhy  which  the  plaintiff  was  injured 
in  being  carried,  I do  not  think  the  verdict  ought  to  he  sustained. 

Hagerman,  J. — I fully  concur  in  the  judgment  of  his  lordship  the 
Chief  J ustice.  The  plaintiff,  on  leaving  the  car,  does  not  appear  to  have 
done  so  against  the  will  of  the  persons  in  charge  of  it,  but  with  their  con- 
currence, at  a place  where  it  was  intended  the  cars  should  stop  for  a short 
period;  and  I therefore  think  that  it  was  their  duty  to  have  stopped  the 
carriages  until  the  plaintiff  could  resume  his  seat  in  safety.  They  do  not 
appear  to  have  thought  that  the  plaintiff,  by  leaving  his  seat  or  by  not 
returning  to  it  sooner,  had  forfeited  his  passage ; on  the  contrary,  they 
seem  to  have  considered  that  he  had  a right  to  resume  his  place  in  the 
carriage,  hut  although  they  saw  him  attempting  to  do  so,  they  neverthe- 
less drove  on,  more  slowly  probably  than  when  at  their  ordinary  rate, 
leaving  the  plaintiff  to  scramble  on  as  best  he  could , This  I think  was 
not  merely  negligent,  but  reckless  conduct,  in  the  drivers,  for  the  conse- 
quences of  which  the  defendants,  as  their  employers,  are  responsible. 

(McLean,  J.,  dissenting.)  Eule  discharged. 


McGuffin  V.  Cayley. 

A clerk  or  servant  who  is  engaged  on  a yearly  hiring,  cannot,  on  being  dismissed 
without  sufficient  cause,  recover  the  amount  of  his  year’s  wages,  in  an  action  on 
the  common  counts,  commenced  before  the  expiration  of  the  year,  and  this  al- 
though the  hiring  was  for  the  year,  at  a certain  sum  per  month. 

This  action  was  brought  for  the  dismissal  of  the  plaintiff,  on  an  alleged 
agreement  of  the  defendant  to  hire  the  plaintiff  for  a year.  The  first  count 
was  for  a hiring  at  125Z.  a year.  The  second  count  on  a similar  hiring  at 
120/.  a year.  The  third  count  was  for  work  and  labour.  The  defendant 
pleaded  non  assumpsit  to  the  whole  declaration,and  special  pleas  justifying 
the  dismissal  of  the  plaintiff  for  drunkenness,to  the  first  and  second  counts, 
and  to  the  third  count  he  pleaded  payment  and  set-off.  On  the  trial  of  the 
cause  before  the  honourable  Mr.  Justice  McLean,  at  the  last  spring  assizes 
for  the  Home  District,  it  was  shewn  that  the  plaintiff  had  entered  into  the 
defendant’s  service  as  the  captain  of  a propeller,  at  the  rate  of  1 0/.  per 
month  for  the  summer  season,  and  a letter  of  the  plaintiff  requesting  to 
be  employed  during  the  summer,  and  the  defendant’s  answer  assenting  to 
engage  him  were  put  in  the  agreement  between  these  parties  appearing 
from  these  letters  to  be  to  that  effect,  and  consequently  different  from 
that  declared  upon,  the  hiring  being  for  a shorter  time  and  at  a different 
rate  of  wages.  There  was  evidence  to  shew  that  the  defendant  had 
received  and  retained  a sufficient  amount  of  the  defendant’s  money  to 
cover  the  wages  for  all  the  period  of  the  summer  season ; and  it  was  also 
shewn,  that  a check  had  been  accepted  by  the  plaintiff  for  15/.  in  full  of 
his  claim  for  wages.  The  receipt  alleged  to  have  been  given  for  the  15/. 
in  full  was  not  produced,  and  there  was  an  objection  made  as  to  evidence 
of  its  contents,  as  its  loss  was  not  satisfactorily  accounted  for,  McMullen 
who  gave  the  check  to  the  plaintiff,  stating  that  he  thought  he  had  given 
the  receipt  to  the  defendant,  and  that  he  could  not  find  it  amongst  the 
papers  in  his  possession.  It  was  however  a part  of  McMullen’s  evidence. 
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that  the  check  had  been  left  with  him  to  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  when 
he  should  agree  to  accept  it  in  full  and  should  give  a receipt  in  full;  and 
he  also  stated  that  the  plaintiff  had  accepted  the  check  as  a payment  in 
full.  The  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  recover  on  the  alleged  hiring  for  a year,  and  that  on  the  count  for  work 
and  labor,  he  thought  there  was  evidence  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  was 
paid  in  full  for  the  services  rendered  by  him.  The  jury  however  rendered 
a verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  105^.,  and  at  the  same  time  stated  they 
allowed  the  plaintiff  at  the  rate  of  10^.  per  month  for  the  summer  months, 
and  Ql.  5s.  for  the  winter  months,  giving  no  credit  whatever  for  any  amount 
paid.  The  plaintiff  did  not  enter  into  the  defendant’s  employ  till  after 
the  9th  day  of  April,  as  appeared  by  the  letter  of  the  defendant  in 
evidence,  on  which  the  agreement  between  the  parties  had  afterv^ards 
been  effected.  The  action  was  brought  in  the  month  of  March  following. 

J.  L.  Robinson  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  this  verdict,  as  being 
contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  and  against  the  judge’s  charge,  and  con- 
tended that  it  was  impossible  that  the  court  could  allow  such  a verdict 
to  stand.  The  jury  could  only  be  considered  as  having  acted  most  igno- 
rantly or  most  perversely,  as  they  seemed  to  have  left  out  of  their  con- 
sideration altogether,  all  the  evidence  that  was  given  to  establish  the  pay- 
ments that  had  been  made  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  which 
certainly  were  in  full  of  all  claim  that  the  plaintiff  could  have.  The 
plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  succeeded  upon  either  his  first  or  second  count, 
as  the  agreement  proved  to  support  those  counts  was  essentially  different 
from  the  contract  set  out  in  them,  both  as  to  the  time  of  service  and  the 
amount  of  wages ; and  he  could  not  recover  on  the  common  count,  as  the 
year  of  service  had  not  expired  at  the  time  the  action  was  brought. 

Blake  shewed  cause,  and  offered  to  allow  the  verdict  to  be  reduced,  by 
giving  the  defendant  the  benefit  of  the  payments  made,  to  the  amount  of 
about  82?,,  but  contended  that  the  verdict  for  all  above  that  sum  should 
stand,  as  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  even  more  than  the  difference 
in  amount  between  the  payments  and  the  sum  of  105?.  awarded  him  by 
the  jury.  Whether  the  special  counts  were  sustained  or  not  by  the 
evidence,  was  immaterial,  as  the  common  count  was  sufficient  to  enable 
the  plaintiff  to  hold  his  verdict.  He  cited  Fawcett  v.  Cash,  {a) 

McLean,  J.  (h) — If  the  plaintiff  was  hired  for  a year,  then  he  could 
only  sue  on  the  common  counts  at  the  end  of  the  year,  though  he  was 
hired  at  a certain  rate  per  month ; but  this  action  was  brought  in  the 
month  of  March,  before  the  expiration  of  the  year,  and  the  plaintiff  ought 
not  to  recover  on  that  account. 

The  plaintiff  offers  to  accept  an  amount  considerably  less  than  the 
verdict,  but  as  it  is  plain  from  the  evidence  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  the 
amount  which  he  claims,  nor,  injustice,  to  any  amount  whatever  from  the 
defendant,  I think  the  verdict  should  be  set  aside,  and  a new  trial  granted. 
The  verdict  was  against  my  charge,  and  as,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  wholly 


(a)  5 B.  & Ad. 

{b)  The  Chief  Justice,  and  Mr.  Justice  Macaulay,  gave  no  judgments  in  this 
case  j the  former  in  consequence  of  being  connected  with  the  defendant,  and 
the  latter,  because  he  was  not  present  at  the  argument. 
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unsupported  by  evidence,  the  defendant  should  not  be  compelled  to  pay 
costs  to  obtain  relief,  but  they  should  abide  the  event  of  the  suit. 

Hagerman,  J. — In  this  case,  the  evidence  clearly  shews  that  the  hiring 
was  by  the  month,  at  10^.,  and  for  the  summer  only.  The  plaintiff,  by 
his  letter  of  the  29th  January,  1844,  solicited  employment  for  the  then 
ensuing  summer.  The  defendant  replied  he  would  engage  him  on  certain 
terms  at  10^.  per  month,  for  that  summer  : and  then,  in  a subsequent 
letter,  the  plaintiff  accepted  these  terms  and  by  another  letter  from 
the  defendant  dated  9th  April,  the  plaintiff  was  requested  to  come  to 
Toronto,  and  enter  on  his  duties  pursuant  to  agreement.  This  so  far 
ascertains  nearly  the  beginning  of  the  hiring.  The  plaintiff  notwith- 
standing the  terms  of  his  engagement  claimed  wages  for  the  whole  year, 
(and  if  it  were  not  for  the  letters  produced,  McMillan’s  evidence  would 
give  some  colour  for  such  claim)  and  received  a verdict  for  that  sum, 
without  any  deduction,  although  a set-off  or  payments  to  the  amount  of 
82^.  14^.  9^.  were  proved  and  are  admitted,  and  there  is  satisfactory 
evidence  that  a further  sum  of  15^.  had  been  paid.  Now  assuming  the 
period  of  navigation  to  extend  to  eight  months,  as  is  stated  was  the  find- 
ing of  the  jury,  still  the  plaintiff,  under  his  agreement,  could  be  entitled 
to  80/.  only,  and  thus  he  is  proved  on  any  calculation  to  have  been  over- 
paid. It  is  further  proved,  that  in  January,  1845,  he  accepted  15/., after 
some  hesitation,  which  was  offered  him  in  full  of  his  wages,  and  was  then 
discharged.  This  payment  was  not  included  in  the  set-off  of  82/.  14s.  9c/. 
Upon  this  evidence,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  upon  what  ground  the 
jury  rendered  the  verdict  for  105/.,  the  whole  amount  of  the  plaintiff’s 
demand,  without  any  deduction  for  payments  or  set-off.  The  plaintiff’s 
counsel  admitted  in  argument,  that  this  finding  was  erroneous,  and  signi- 
fied his  willingness  to  reduce  the  verdict  by  the  deduction  of  82/.  14s.  9t/. 
admitted  to  have  been  paid  ; but  did  not  admit  the  payment  of  the  15/., 
which  it  appears  to  me  is  clearly  proved  to  have  been  made,  and  for 
which  credit  in  addition  to  the  82/.  14s.  9of.  ought,  under  any  circum- 
stances, to  be  given.  And  I think  in  addition,  that  the  jury  in  allowing 
the  claim  for  a year,  have,  without  evidence  to  warrant  it,  set  aside  the 
written  agreement  settled  between  the  parties  ; and  looking  to  that  as 
legally  and  equitably  binding  on  both  parties,  this  plaintiff  has  been 
considerably  overpaid.  Such  was  the  opinion  of  the  learned  judge,  and 
he  so  charged  the  jury;  and  I think  it  most  consistent  with  justice  to  set 
the  verdict  aside,  costs  to  abide  the  event.  I do  not  say  the  jury  acted 
wilfully  wrong,  but  they  certainly  do  not  seem  to  have  acted  with  ordi- 
nary discretion  ; for  on  no  pretence  were  they  warranted  in  withholding 
credit  for  the  82/.  14s.  9^/.,  or  as  I think,  97/.  14s.  9c/.,  which  it  is  not 
denied  they  have  done.  It  would  not,  as  it  appears  to  me,  be  consistent 
with  justice,  to  make  a party  pay  costs  to  get  rid  of  a verdict  against  him 
so  manifestly  wrong  as  this  is. 

Eule  absolute,  costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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Doe  Dem,  Major  v,  Reynolds. 


I 

ni 

i; 


Where  A,  holding  land  under  a registered  title,  sold  to  B.,  whose  deed  was  not 
registered,  and  B.  sold  the  land  to  C.,  and  after  such  sale  sold  it  again  to  D., 
who  registered  his  deed,  the  deed  to  C.  not  having  been  registered ; Held, 
that  C.  could  not,  by  obtaining  and  registering  a release  for  a nominal  con- 
sideration from  the  heir  of  A.,  obtain  priority  over  D.,  as  C.  could  not  be 
considered,  as  to  the  release,  as  a subsequent  purchaser  for  a valuable  con- 
sideration. 


t 


Ejectment  for  the  north-west  quarter  of  Lot  No.  30,  in  the  Fourth 
Concession  of  the  Township  of  Pickering,  containing  fifty  acres  of  land, 
more  or  less.  After  issue  joined,  the  following  case  was  stated  by  the 
parties  for  the  opinion  of  the  court.  That  on  the  5th  day  of  August, 
1835,  the  said  Samuel  Major,  being  then  seised  in  fee,  by  deed  of  bargain 
and  sale  conveyed  the  said  north-west  quarter  of  Lot  No.  30  in  the  Fourth 
Concession  of  Pickering,  to  Henry  Major,  which  deed  was  duly  registered 
in  the  registry  office  of  the  Home  District.  That  on  the  9th  of  July, 
1838,  the  said  Henry  Major,  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  conveyed  the 
same  to  William  Watkins,  which  deed  was  also  duly  registered.  That  on 
the  21st  of  September,  1838,  the  said  William  Watkins,  by  deed  of 
bargain  and  sale,  conveyed  the  same  to  Henry  Major,  which  deed  has 
never  been  registered.  That  on  the  7th  of  February,  1839,  the  said 
Henry  Major,  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  conveyed  the  same  to  John 
Major,  which  deed  was  duly  registered.  That  the  said  John  Major,  on 
the  14th  of  December,  1840,  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  conveyed  the 
same  to  the  said  Samuel  Major,  which  deed  was  never  registered.  That 
John  Major,  on  the  26th  of  March,  1841,  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale, 
conveyed  the  same  to  William  Eeynolds,  the  defendant  hereto,  also 
registered.  That  on  the  15th  of  March,  1839,  John  Major  leased  the 
said  land  to  Samuel  Major  for  four  years,  by  a certain  instrument  of  which 
the  subjoined  is  a copy  : 

Pickering,  Feb.  8th,  1839. 

‘‘An  agreement  made  between  John  Major,  of  the  Township  of  Pick- 
“ering,  on  the  one  part,  and  Samuel  Major,  also  of  the  Township  of 
“ Pickering,  on  the  other  part. 

“The  said  John  Major  agrees  to  let  the  said  Samuel  Major  the  north- 
“west  quarter  of  Lot  No.  30,  in  the  Fourth  Concession  of  the  Township 
“of  Pickering,  for  four  years,  for  which  he  has  received  his  pay  in  full. 
“The  said  John  Major  agrees  to  give  the  said  Samuel  Major  possession 
“of  the  above  described  premises,  on  the  15th  day  of  March,  1839. 

“Signed,  “John  Major. 

“Witness,  “Signed,  “Thomas  E.  Splatt.” 

That  on  the  5th  of  April,  1839,  Samuel  Major  assigned  his  interest  in 
said  lease  to  Chauncey  Eeynolds,  by  a writing  of  which  the  subjoined  is 
a copy : 

“This  is  to  certify,  that  I,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
“37Z.  10s.  to  me  in  hand  paid  by  Chauncey  Eeynolds,  do  hereby  assign 
“ all  my  right,  title  and  interest  in  the  within  lease,  to  the  said  Chauncey 
Eeynolds.  Witness  my  hand  at  Pickering,  this  5th  day  of  April,  1839. 

“Signed,  “ Samuel  Major. 

“Witness,  “Signed,  “Henry  Major.” 
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That  on  the  14th  of  April,  1842,  Arthur  Watkins,  heir  at  law  of 
William  Watkins,  released  all  his  interest  in  said  land,  to  Samuel  Major, 
by  an  instrument  in  writing  which  has  been  duly  registered,  and  of  which 
the  subjoined  is  a copy. 

“Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  Arthur  Watkins,  of  the  City 
“ of  Toronto,  in  the  Home  District,  gentleman,  eldest  brother  and  heir 
“at  law  of  William  Watkins,  late  of  the  Township  of  Pickering  in  the  said 
“Home District,  deceased,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  5s.  of  lawful  money 
“of  Canada,  to  me  in  hand  paid  by  Samuel  Major,  of  the  township  of  Pick- 
“ering,  in  the  said  district,  yeoman, at  or  before  the  sealing  and  delivery  of 
“these  presents  (thereceipt  whereof  I do  hereby  acknowledge)  have  remised, 
“ released,  and  forever  quitted  claim,  and  by  these  presents  do  remise, 
“ release,  and  forever  quit  claim,  unto  the  said  Samuel  Major,  his  heirs 
“ and  assigns,  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  property,  claim  and  demand 
“ whatsoever,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  which  I,  the  said  Arthur  Watkins, 
“ now  have,  or  hereafter  may  have  or  claim  of,  in  and  to  all  and  singular 
“ that  certain  parcel  or  tract  of  land  and  premises,  situate,  lying,  and  being 
“in  the  Township  of  Pickering  aforesaid,  and  known  and  described  as  the 
“ north-west  quarter  of  lot  Ho.  30,  in  the  Pourth  Concession  of  Pickering, 
“ containing  fifty  acres,  more  or  less,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same,  with  the 
“hereditaments  and  appurtenances  thereto  belonging  to  the  said  Samuel 
“Major,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  and  for  the  sole  and  only  use  and  behoof 
“ of  the  said  Samuel  Major,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever.  And  I do 
“ hereby  for  myself,  my  heirs  and  assigns,  covenant,  promise,  and  agree  to 
“and  with  the  said  Samuel  Major,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  I and  they 
“ shall  and  will  at  all  times  hereafter,  upon  the  request  and  at  the  proper 
“costs  and  charges  of  the  said  Samuel  Major,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  make 
“do  and  execute,  or  cause  or  procure  to  be  made,  done,  and  executed  all 
“ such  further  and  other  necessary  conveyances  as  may  he  necessary  for 
“assuming  and  confirming  to  the  said  Samuel  Major,  his  heirs  and 
“ assigns,  the  said  parcel  or  tract  of  land  and  premises  above  mentioned. 

“ In  witness  whereof  I have  hereunto  set  and  put  my  hand  and  seal,  at 
“Toronto,  this  14th  day  of  April,  1842.” 

“Signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  in  presence  of — 

“Signed,  “Arthur  Watkins. 

“Signed,  Edw.  Smith.” 


That  on  the  10th  day  of  February,  1842,  the  said  Samuel  Major 
commenced  a penal  action  against  the  said  William  Eeynolds,  for  having  | ; 
purchased  from  the  said  John  Major  a pretenced  title  under  the  deed  i- 
herein  referred  to,  hearing  date  the  26th  day  of  March,  1841,  and  upon  ; ■ 
that  trial  the  said  Samuel  Major  contended,  that  the  said  title  was  pre-  j 
fenced,  because  the  said  John  Major,  had  conveyed  the  same  estate  to  I 
the  said  Samuel  Major,  by  a deed,  prior  to  that  under  which  William  | 
Eeynolds  claimed,  which  said  deed  had  not  been  registered.  This  point 
was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  upon  argument  the  court  i 
ordered  a verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  ' 
deed  was  valid  at  law;  as  being  the  first  registered,  and  that  the  title  was  | 
not  pretenced,  because  John  Major  was  in  possession  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  to  William  Eeynolds  by  his  tenant,  Chauncey  Eeynolds.  Chauncey  I 
Eeynolds  entered  into  possession  of  the  said  land  upon  the  assignment  to  ! 
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him,  and  continued  in  possession  until  the  expiration  of  the  said  lease, 
when  possession  was  given  to  defendant.  The  fact  of  the  possession  of 
Chauncey  Eeynolds  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  from  Arthur  Watkins 
to  Samuel  Major,  and  of  William  Eeynold’s  claim  to  be  the  owner  in 
fee  of  the  parcel  of  land  thereby  intended  to  be  conveyed,  was  known  to 
the  said  Samuel  Major  and  the  said  Arthur  Watkins,  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  said  deed  of  the  14th  of  April,  1842.  It  is  intended 
that  the  above  facts  shall  be  submitted  to  the  court  as  to  a jury,  so  far 
only  as  the  facts  could  properly  be  given  in  evidence  on  the  trial,  and  the 
f court  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  from  the  above  facts  any  conclusion 

I which  a jury  could.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  honourable 

court  is,  whether  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  as,  heir-at-law,  to  Samuel 
I Major,  is  entitled  to  recover  from  the  defendant,  upon  the  above  state  of 
facts,  the  north-west  quarter  of  lot  Ho.  30,  in  the  fourth  concession  of 
I the  township  of  Pickering,  containing  fifty  acres  of  land  ? And  if  the 
: court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
• recover  from  the  defendant  the  said  parcel  of  land,  then  it  is  agreed  by 
j and  between  the  said  parties,  that  a judgment  shall  be  entered  against  the 

I defendant,  by  confession  or  otherwise,  as  this  honourable  court  may  think 

i;  fit.  But  if  the  court  shall  be  of  a contrary  opinion,  then  that  a judg- 

i ment  shall  be  entered  for  the  defendant  as  if  a verdict  had  been  found 

j for  him,  or  as  this  honourable  court  may  think  fit,  and  that  judgment 

thereon  shall  be  entered  accordingly. 

I J.  Hillyard  Cameron  and  J.  L.  Robinson  for  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff. In  this  case  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  the  premises  in 
question  on  the  release  given  to  him  by  Arthur  Watkins,  the  heir-at-law 
of  William  Watkins,  which  he  contends  entitles  him  to  succeed  in  this 
action.  The  ancestor  of  Arthur  Watkins  conveyed  these  premises,  by 
deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  to  Henry  Major,  whose  deed  was  never  registered, 
i Henry  Major  then  conveyed  to  his  brother  John,  who  registered  his  deed, 
and  John  first  conveyed  to  his  brother  Samuel,  the  present  lessor  of  the 
^ plaintiff,  who  did  not  register  his  deed,  and  afterwards  John  conveyed  to 

• the  defendant,  who  registered  his  deed,  and  now  claims  to  hold  the  land, 

ill  consequence  of  the  want  of  registration  of  the  deed  from  John  to 
Samuel.  There  is  much  reason  to  believe  that  the  defendant  w^as  cogni- 
zant of  the  prior  deed  given  by  John  Major  to  his  brother  Samuel,  and 
i that  on  the  ground  of  notice  a court  of  equity  would  in  all  probability 
' give  the  lessor  of  the  plaintift‘’s  deed  priority  over  the  deed  of  the 
defendant,  but  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  the  land  at  law  by  the  effect 
of  the  release  which  was  given  to  him  by  the  heir-at-law  of  William 
Watkins.  Prior  to  the  deed  to  William  Watkins,  the  case  shews  that  the 
land  was  held  under  a registered  title,  and  therefore  there  was  a break  in 
the  chain  of  registry,  when  Henry  Major  did  not  register  the  deed  made 
to  him  by  William  Watkins;  and  when  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  obtained 
from  the  heir-at-law  of  William  Watkins,  a release  of  his  right  in  the 
; land,  and  registered  that  release,  he  was  placed  in  the  same  position 
against  the  defendant  as  the  defendant  had  been  against  him  by  the  prior 
registry  of  his  deed  from  John  Major.  But  it  may  be  contended,  that 
' this  release  by  Arthur  Watkins  could  have  no  effect,  as  there  was  no 
' estate  or  interest  in  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  which  it  could  operate, 
and  as  it  did  not  profess  to  be  a conveyance  of  the  land,  but  only  a release 
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of  the  heir-at-law’s  right  in  it,  it  could  have  no  operation,  unless  the 
releasee  possessed  such  estate  or  interest,  and  would  beside  be  bad  as  « 
being  made  by  a party  out  of  possession,  another  party  being  in  possession  4 
at  the  time  claiming  adversely.  Before  any  deed  was  executed  by  John  <; 
Major  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  John  had  already  leased  him  the  ( 
premises  for  four  years,  having  received  the  amount  of  his  rent  by  a 
hefore-hand  payment  for  the  whole  period,  and  therefore  the  subsequent  i c 
deed  from  John  tc  Samuel  was  a conveyance  of  his  reversion  only,  Samuel  j-j 
assigned  over  all  the  residue  of  the  lease  for  a before-hand  payment  also  i t 
to  Chauncey  Eeynolds,  who  held  the  premises,  both  at  the  time  of  the  j t 
deed  from  John  to  Samuel,  and  from  John  to  the  defendant.  This  c 
possession,  it  is  admitted  in  the  case,  continued  in  Chauncey  Eeynolds,  U 
until  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  and  it  was  not  until  that  time  that  the  i t 
defendant  obtained  possession.  The  actual  possession  therefore,  up  to  oj 
that  period,  was  in  Chauncey  Eeynolds,  on  the  behalf  of  the  lessor  of  the  1 1 
plaintiff;  and  the  proviso  in  the  statute  32  Hen.  VIII,  ch.  9,  expressly  !;:J 
authorises  the  purchase  of  such  rights  to  quiet  or  secure  the  title  of  the  f 
party  in  possession  ; and  the  doctrine  of  maintenance  consequently  cannot  ; 0 
be  applied  to  the  release.  For  the  same  reasons,  the  release  could  enure  jyj 
to  the  benefit  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff ; he  had  the  possession  of  the  ; ( 
land,  and  even  though  that  possession  were  wrongful,  a release  from  the  1 1 
rightful  owner  to  him  would  be  sufficient  to  vest  the  estate  in  him  ; and  h 
as  he  had  that  release  registered,  and  it  was  the  first  registered  title  from  i d 
Watkins,  it  was  according  to  the  statute  entitled  to  prevail  over  the  prior  (. 
registered  deed  from  John  Major  to  the  defendant ; that  deed  wanting,  to 
make  it  a complete  title,  the  necessary  link  in  the  chain  of  registry,  which  ; 
the  release  from  the  heir  at  law  of  William  Watkins  supplied.  Then  if  Yi 
the  effect-  of  the  defendant’s  prior  registered  deed  would  he  entirely  to  U 
destroy  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff’s  first  deed,  the  effect  of  this  release 
must  destroy  the  defendant’s  deed,  and  the  possession  of  the  premises  l i 
would  then  be  in  the  heir  of  Watkins,  so  as  to  prevent  the  law  of  main-  ■ £ 
tenance  from  in  auy  manner  affecting  his  title  ; and  whatever  view  may 
be  taken  of  the  case,  under  these  circumstances  the  plaintiff’s  title  must  i l 
prevail. 

Blake,  for  the  defendant. — Whether  there  was  any  fraud  on  the  part  iii 
of  the  defendant  in  acquiring  the  property,  is  not  a proper  question  for  ; ( 
consideration  in  this  case,  and  there  is  nothing  set  out  in  the  facts  sub-  ; 1 
mitted  to  the  court,  to  warrant  any  such  inference  against  him.  The  | ' 
case  presents  a dry  question  of  law,  which,  on  the  grounds  of  want  of  ! ‘ 
possession,  or  of  any  estate  in  the  releasee,  must  be  decided  in  favour  of  | : 
the  defendant.  At  the  time  of  the  release  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  | 
Arthur  Watkins  was  out  of  possession,  and  another  party  was  in  posses-  i 
sion,  claiming  adversely  to  him,  for  a period  of  more  than  a year  ; and  if  | 
his  deed  had  therefore  assumed  to  convey  any  estate  in  the  land,  none  jj 
such  could  have  passed,  as  the  deed  was  void ; but  the  deed  was  merely  i 
a release  of  his  right  in  the  land,  and  could  only  operate  upon  some  estate  J' 
or  possession,  neither  of  which  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  at  the  time  I 
of  the  release.  j 

Eobinson,  C.  j. — It  is  plain  on  the  case  stated,  that  John  Major,  I 
having  sold  and  conveyed  the  premises  in  question  to  Samuel  Major,  after-  f 
wards  conveyed  them  to  another  person,  William  Eeynolds,  who,  by  the  J 
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neglect  of  Samuel  Major  to  register  his  deed,  had  by  registering  his 
'conveyance  obtained  priority  under  the  provisions  of  our  registry  act,  so 
that  his  title  must  prevail  at  law.  Then  Samuel  Major,  upon  looking 
back  into  the  chain  of  title,  discovers  that  William  Watkins'  deed  to 
Henry  Major,  from  whom  John  Major  acquired  the  title,  has  never  been 
registered;  and,  in  order  to  fight  the  defendant,  William  Eeynolds,  with 
his  own  weapons,  he  has  taken  a deed  from  Arthur  Watkins,  the  heir  of 
William  Watkins,  who  has  died  in  the  meantime,  and  having  registered 
this  conveyance,  his  heir,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiif,  now  seeks  to  prevail 
against  William  Eeynolds,  by  postponing  the  deed  given  by  William 
i Watkins  in  his  lifetime  to  John  Major,  under  which  the  defendant, 
Eeynolds,  claims.  It  cannot  be  denied,  that  when  Samuel  Major  took 
his  deed  from  Arthur  Watkins,  he  was  perfectly  aware  of  the  previous 
registered  deed  made  by  his  ancestor  to  John  Major ; for  in  fact  he  had 
himself  taken  a conveyance  from  John  Major,  who  held  under  it;  and  on 
the  other  hand,  it  is  not  denied,  (for  it  was  fully  established  on  the  trial 
of  the  qui  tarn  action  against  William  Eeynolds,  referred  to  in  the  case,) 
that  when  he  acquired  his  title  from  John  Major,  he  well  knew  that  John 
Major  had  before  made  a deed  of  the  same  land  to  Samuel  Major. 

I mention  this  fact  of  knowledge  of  the  previous  conveyances  on  both 
sides,  not  because  it  can  affect  the  question  of  title  in  a court  of  law, 
Jbut  for  the  purpose  of  shewing,  that  if  Samuel  Major,  or  rather  his  heir, 
could  by  the  use  which  he  is  endeavouring  to  make  of  the  provisions  of 
the  registration  act,  enable  himself  to  hold  the  estate  at  law,  he  is  doing 
nothing  which  should  lead  us  to  regard  his  case  with  prejudice,  for  he  is 
merely  endeavouring  to  seize  a plank  in  the  shipwreck,  and  to  fortify  a 
title  acquired  by  a bona  fide  purchase  before  any  interest  had  vested  in 
the  person  who  is  now  attempting  to  defeat  it. 

The  effect  of  the  registry  act,  in  giving  to  William  Eeynolds’  deed  the 
preference  over  the  prior  conveyance  from  John  Major  to  Samuel  Major, 
cannot  be  disputed;  and  if  the  heir  of  Samuel  Major  can  hold  the  estate, 
it  can  only  be  in  consequence  of  the  advantage  which  he  has  acquired  by 
registering  the  deed  subsequently  taken  from  Arthur  Watkins,  the  heir  of 
William  Watkins,  who  appeared  by  the  register  to  be  the  last  person  in 
whom  the  estate  was  vested  by  an  unbroken  chain  of  registered  convey- 
ances. 

The  question  then,  in  whom  the  estate  is  now  vested,  must  depend  on 
the  effect  of  that  conveyance  from  Arthur  Watkins  to  Samuel  Major;  and 
to  determine  this,  we  must  consider  what  was  the  precise  state  of  things 
when  that  deed  was  made,  viz.,  on  the  14th  April,  1842.  Before  that 
time,  viz.,  on  the  8th  February,  1839,  John  Major,  regarding  himself 
then  as  owner  of  the  fee  under  his  deed  from  Henry  Major,  had  carved 
out  a term  of  four  years,  to  expire  on  the  15th  March,  1843,  and  granted 
it  to  Samuel  Major,  receiving  in  advance  the  whole  sum  to  be  paid  for 
the  four  years’  occupation.  This  term  Samuel  Major,  on  the  5th  April, 
1839,  assigned  to  Chauncey  Eeynolds,  who  entered  upon  the  land,  and 
on  the  14th  April,  1842,  when  Arthur  Watkins  made  his  deed  to  Samuel 
Major,  was  in  actual  possession,  enjoying  his  term,  his  right  to  which  was 
not  disputed : not  holding  adversely  against  the  owner  of  the  fee,  nor 
claiming  anything  against  any  one  further  than  the  limited  interest  of 
which  he  was  rightfully  seised.  We  have  next  to  consider  that  the  deed 
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which  Arthur  Watkins  gave  to  Samuel  Major,  under  these  circumstances,, 
was  a mere  deed  of  release ; not  granting,  bargaining  and  selling  the  estate^ 
but  releasing  all  his  estate  and  interest  in  the  premises. 

Upon  these  facts  it  appeared  to  me  on  first  considering  the  case,  thatl 
a question  might  arise,  whether,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifi*,  as  the  heir  of 
Samuel  Major,  must  not  be  held  to  be  estopped  by  the  deed  which  hisj 
ancestor  took  from  John  Major,  from  maintaining  that  nothing  passed  bji 
that  deed;  which  must  be  the  case,  if  the  conveyance  from  Williair!; 
Watkins  to  Henry  Major,  under  which  John  Major  claimed,  is  to  be* 
regarded  as  fraudulent  and  void,  by  reason  of  the  prior  registry  of  the' 
subsequent  conveyance;  in  other  words,  as  both  Samuel  Major  and 
William  Reynolds,  have  claimed  under  the  same  person,  John  Major  andi 
through  the  same  chain  of  title  to  him,  whether  they  and  their  privies  ir 
blood  are  not  concluded  from  disputing  that  John  Major  was  at  any  timelji 
seised.  But  there  is  nothing  in  that;  for  there  can  be  no  estoppel,  unles| 
it  can  be  mutual;  and  if  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  by  the'j 
deed  which  Samuel  Major  took  from  John  Major,  from  maintaining  tha', 
the  title  had  never  passed  out  of  William  Watkins,  or  rather  that  nothing 
passed  by  the  deed  from  John  Major  to  Samuel  Major,  so  also  miislii 
William  Reynolds,  as  privy  in  estate  with  John  Major,  be  estopped  by  th(| 
same  deed  from  denying  that  the  deed  from  John  Major  to  Samuel  Majo;| 
did  in  fact  pass  when  it  assumed  to  pass.  But  if  William  Reynolds  coulc 
be  held  to  be  estopped,  that  would  make  an  end  of  the  case;  and  th(j 
express  provisions  of  the  registry  act  could  not  have  the  effect  which  it  iil|i 
declared  they  shall  have.  In  all  cases  of  this  description  I take  it  thtl; 
doctrine  of  estoppel  is  out  of  the  question  ; for  the  statute  says  that  th!; 
first  deed,  if  unregistered,  shall  be  held  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  thij! 
subsequent  registered  conveyance;  and  there  can  be  no  estoppel  againsi 
an  act  of  parliament.  There  can  therefore  be  no  impediment  of  thiskind  i 
in  the  way  of  any  person,  claiming  under  the  registered  conveyance! 
availing  himself  of  the  preference  of  title  which  the  registry  act  expressl;| 
gives  to  him. 

The  first  question  then  is,  was  Arthur  Watkins  in  a position,  wheij 
he  made  his  deed  to  Samuel  Major,  to  convey  the  estate  to  him  or  ti 
any  one — could  he  make  a valid  conveyance  of  the  land  at  that  momenl'i 
to  any  purchaser,  while  Chauncey  Reynolds  was  in  possession  ? I say} 
a valid  conveyance  to  any  purchaser,  because  that  I take  to  be  the  truf 
question  under  the  registry  act,  and  not  whether  he  could  merely  reliiil 
quish  his  interest  by  way  of  release  to  Samuel  Major,  and  in  order  t:| 
confirm  his  tiile.  The  learned  counsel  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  j 
observed  in  the  argument,  were  inclined  to  place  the  question  on  th}  | 
footing,  contending  that  he  could  avail  himself  of  that  exception  intli|  | 
4th  clause  of  the  statute  32  Henry  VIII.,  ch.  9,  which  allows  a perso  n 
in  possession  to  buy  the  pretended  right  or  title  of  one  not  in  possession  i 
in  order  to  confirm  his  estate;  but  it  will  be  seen,  I think,  that  f(|i| 
reasons  which  I will  presently  state,  this  case  will  not  bear  to  be  placej  ^ 
on  that  footing.  In  order  to  support  the  title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plah  | 
tiff,  it  is  necessary  to  make  it  appear  that  Arthur  Watkins,  on  the  14tl 
April,  1842,  was  in  a situation  to  sell  and  convey  this  land  to  arj ' 
stranger.  | 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  is  contended  that  he  was  not;  f(f  i 
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!fhat  the  actual  possession  then  held  by  Chauncey  Keynolds,  disabled  him 
’inder  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  and  more  clearly  under  the 
express  provisions  of  the  statute  of  32  Henry  VIII,  ch.  9,  against  the 
buying  and  selling  pretended  titles.  And  reference  was  made  to  the 
^judgment  given  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Major  qui  tarn  vs.  Eeynolds, 
as  if  it  established  that  point  for  the  purpose  of  this  action.  The  court  did 
undoubtedly  determine  in  that  case,  that  under  the  facts  proved,  William 
iBeynolds  had  not  incurred  the  penalty  of  the  statute  in  buying  from  John 
Major,  while  Chauncey  Eeynolds  was  in  possession.  The  grounds  of  that 
opinion  were  fully  stated  at  the  time.  It  did  not  rest  solely  on  the  con- 
clusion that  the  possession  of  Chauncey  Eeynolds  must,  under  the 
circumstances  as  they  stood  at  the  time  of  the  deed  being  made  by  John 
Major  to  William  Eeynolds,  be  regarded  as  the  possession  of  John 
Major;  but  if  it  had,  it  would  by  no  means  follow  that  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  question  now  before  us,  John  Major  must  be  regarded 
as  having  been  in  possession  through  Chauncey  Eeynolds  as  his  tenant, 
at  the  time  Arthur  Watkins  made  his  deed  to  Samual  Major,  so  as  to 
turn  the  right  of  Watkins  into  a pretended  right  which  he  could  not 
legally  convey.  It  is  true,  that  the  possession  of  Chauncey  Eeynolds 
was  still  continuing  when  Arther  Watkins  made  his  deed  ; his  term  of 
four  years  was  yet  remaining  ; but  in  the  interval  that  has  siuce  elapsed, 
the  prior  registry  of  this  deed  of  Arthur  Watkins  has  intervened,  and  has 
thrown  a new  circumstance  into  the  case  which,  in  my  opinion, wholly  alters 
the  position  of  the  parties.  In  what  I am  now  stating,  I am  treating  this 
deed  as  if  it  had  been  an  ordinary  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  to  a pur- 
chase for  a valuable  consideration,  omitting  for  the  present  to  consider 
the  effect  of  it  when  viewed,  as  we  must  view  it,  in  its  true  light  as  a 
mere  release. 

If  it  had  been  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale  to  a purchaser,  then  it 
appears  to  me,  that  Arthur  Watkins  could  legally  have  made  such  a deed, 
notwithstanding  the  possession  of  Chauncey  Eeynolds ; for  he  was  not  in 
possession  tortiously,  holding  out  the  true  owner  : he  was  merely  enjoying 
his  estate  for  years,  which  was  rightful ; and  his  occupation  under  such  cir- 
cumstances could  not  have  the  efiect  of  disseising  any  one.  It  would  be 
referred,  of  course,  to  his  true  title,  as  a termor  bound  to  yield  up, and  as  we 
must  suppose,  intending  to  yield  up  the  possession  to  the  true  owner,  who- 
ever he  might  be,  as  soon  as  his  term  should  expire.  The  real  reversioner 
could  surely  during  Ms  occupation,  sell  his  reversion,  without  violating  the 
statute  32  Henry- YIII.  When  we  were  deciding  the  question  in  the 
qui  tarn  action,  the  express  enactment  of  the  registry  act  compelled  us  to 
look  upon  John  Major  as  the  owner  of  the  reversion  up  to  the  time  that 
his  deed  to  William  Eeynolds  took  effect ; because  the  registry  of  that 
deed  stamped  upon  the  prior  unregistered  deed  to  Samuel  Major  the 
character  of  a fraudulent  and  void  conveyance  : that  was  the  effect  of  the 
registry  act,  which  we  could  not  alter,  however  honestly  the  first  con- 
veyance may  have  been  made,  and  however  dishonest  may  have  been 
the  last. 

But  now,  if  we  can  hold,  that  the  unregistered  deed  from  William 
Watkins  to  Henry  Major  must  in  consequence  of  the  registry  of  the 
later  deed  from  his  heir  to  Samuel  Major,  be  treated  as  fraudulent  and 
void  under  the  registry  act,  then  we  must  regard  Arthur  Watkins  as  being 
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the  owner  of  the  reversion  on  the  14th  April,  1842,  and  not  John  Major  ; i 
and  accordingly,  Chauncey  Eeynolds  must  be  considered  as  occupying  : 
at  that  time,  under  Arthur  Watkins  as  owner  of  the  fee,  and  not  under  I 
John  Major,  who,  the  registry  act  now  compels  us  to  say,  by  reason  of  i 
the  new  fact  that  has  occurred,  was  not  in  point  of  law,  the  true  owner  of  ; 
the  fee : his  deed  from  Henry  Major  being  given  under  a title,  now  ( 
ascertained  to  be  fraudulent  and  void,  and  consequently  incapable  of  i ; 
transmitting  a right  to  any  one.  i 

I consider  the  effect  of  the  registry  act  to  be,  that  the  deed  which  is  ' 
defeated  by  its  provisions,  is  not  merely  to  be  looked  upon  as  fraudulent  ' f 
and  void,  after  the  registry  of  the  subsequent  conveyance,  having  been  < 
good  and  valid  before ; but  that  it  must  be  taken  to  have  been  fraudulent  i i 
and  void  from  the  beginning,  as  a conveyance  intended  to  be  kept  secret,  h 
to  deceive  purchasers,  and  that  no  estate  ever  passed  by  it. 

Having  stated  my  opinion  in  this  case  to  be,  that  the  possession  of  ! - 
Chauncey  Eeynolds  could  not,  under  the  circumstances,  disable  William 
Watkins,  if  he  were  living,  or  his  heir  after  his  death,  from  conveying  the  i 
estate  to  any  subsequent  purchaser,  I think  it  right  to  add,  that  I do  ^ 
not  at  present  understand  how  in  cases  generally,  under  the  registry  act,  ' 
such  an  objection  could  be  permitted  to  prevail.  The  very  intention  of  • 
the  statute  is  to  compel  persons  to  register  their  deeds,  at  the  peril  of  j ' 
having  their  title  defeated  by  deeds  subsequently  made.  How,  suppose  ' i 
that  A.  B.  conveys  to  C.  D.,  who  goes  into  possession,  but  never  registers  - 
his  deed;  and  that  he  afterwards  conveys  to  E.  F.,  who  does  register.  ' ■ 
How  is  the  statute  to  be  carried  into  effect  in  such  cases,  if  the  latter 
deed  must  be  treated  as  an  invalid  conveyance  under  the  statutes  of 
maintenance,  by  reason  of  C.  T).  being  in  possession,  claiming  the  fee  ? 
The  intention  of  those  statutes,  and  of  the  principle  of  the  common  law, 
of  which  they  are  in  affirmance,  is  that  the  real  owner  of  the  estate  must  . 
bring  his  action  himself,  and  dispossess  the  occupant,  and  not  sell  his 
right  of  action  to  another.  But  in  the  supposed  case,  A.  B.  could  bring  1 1 
no  such  action  himself — his  deed  would  estop  him  ; and  besides,  the  fee  : 
is,  in  truth,  for  the  time  in  C.  D. ; it  is  only  the  registry  of  the  subse-  i > 
quent  deed,  which,  under  the  statute,  changes  the  state  of  things,  and  | ' 
renders  C.  H.  liable  to  be  dispossessed.  But  the  deed  cannot  be  regis-  i 
tered  until  it  has  been  made  ; and  if,  when  made^  it  were  to  be  held  void  ' 
under  the  statutes  of  maintenance,  the  first  grantee  would  still  hold  i 
possession  under  his  fraudulent  deed;  and  the  provision  of  the  registry 
act  would  fail  of  its  effect. 

I do  not,  for  the  reasons  which  I have  stated,  consider  that  there  was  any  ' 
difficulty  in  the  way  of  William  Watkins,  or  his  heir,  making  a subsequent 
sale  and  conveyance,  which  being  first  registered,  must  have  effect  at  law.  , 
On  the  other  point  of  the  case,  that  the  subsequent  deed  which  was  made 
to  Samuel  Major,  is  only  a release  and  cannot  operate  to  pass  an  estate 
for  want  of  a previous  interest  or  estate  in  the  releasee,  I do  not  see  i 
clearly  that  the  plaintiff’s  case  can  be  relieved  from  that  difficulty ; for  it 
is,  in  truth,  but  a release  or  quit  claim  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  word. 

If  the  possession  of  Chauncey  Eeynolds  can  be  considered  as  being  a 
possession  in  privity  with  Samuel  Major,  at  the  time  of  the  release  being  ; 
made,  that  would  suffice.  After  it  was  made  and  registered,  then  to  be  | 
sure  it  had  the  effect  of  determining  the  deed  from  William  Watkins  to 
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f Henry  Major  to  have  been  fraudulent  and  void  ; and  cutting  off  that 

B chain  of  title,  of  course,  all  that  depended  upon  it  fell  necessarily  to 
the  ground  ; and  we  cannot,  I think,  any  longer  look  apon  the  pos- 
session of  Chauncey  Eeynolds,as  having  been  in  privity  with  John  Major, 
as  the  true  owner  of  the  reversion.  But  that  would  not  establish  that  at 
any  moment  previous  to  the  making  of  the  deed  by  Arthur  Watkins, 
Samuel  Major  could  be  looked  upon  as  the  owner  of  the  fee,  and  in 
possession  through  his  tenant,  Chauncey  Eeynolds,  On  the  contrary,  we 
I must  take  the  consequence  of  the  non-registry  of  the  deed  to  Henry 
fc  Major  to  be,  that  William  Watkins  continued  seised,  notwithstanding 
|{  the  fraudulent  and  void  deed  to  Henry  Major  : and  was  therefore  in  a 
condition  to  convey  the  fee,  as  his  heir  did  by  the  subsequent  <leed.  If, 
I i then  the  possession  of  Chauncey  Eeynolds  could  accrue  to  the  benefit  of 
any  one  as  being  the  owner  over  him,  it  could  only  in  contemplation  of 
I law  have  accrued  to  the  benefit  of  the  heir  of  Watkins,  and  not  of  Samuel 
B Major,  whose  interest  falls  to  the  ground  with  the  deed  to  Henry  Watkins. 
But  there  is  a point  of  view  in  which  this  case  must  be  looked  at 
I which  puts  an  end  to  all  doubt,  that  whatever  relief  the  lessor  of  the 
i plaintiff  may  procure  in  equity,  he  cannot  prevail  in  law.  It  did  not 
I occur  to  me  during  the  argument  of  the  case,  and  if  it  was  urged  at  the 
[ bar  I did  not  apprehend  it,  but  on  considering  the  second  clause  of  our 
[ registry  act,  it  seems  to  me  plain  that  the  deed  of  14th  April,  1842,  to 
t the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  is  not  such  a deed  that  its  prior  registry  can 
give  it  preference  to  an  older  conveyance.  The  statute  provides  only, 
that  the  first  deed  being  unregistered, shall  be  adjudged  fraudulent  and  void 
against  any  subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee  for  valuable  consideration. 

How  the  heir  of  Samuel  Major,  taking  this  mere  release  upon  a nomi- 
nal consideration,  in  confirmation  of  his  father’s  purchase,  cannot  be 
held  to  be  a subsequent  purchaser  for  a valuable  consideration^  and  en- 
titled on  that  ground  to  prevail  under  the  statute. 

The  registry  act  has  for  its  object  the  protecting  bona  fide  purchasers 
for  valuable  consideration,  under  subsequent  deeds,  against  prior  unregis- 
tered conveyances  ; which  the  act  enables  them  to  treat,  on  account  of 
their  supposed  secrecy,  as  been  fraudulent  and  void.  It  does  indeed  seem 
to  be  an  unfortunate  perversion  of  that  intention,  that  the  statute  should 
have  the  effect,  so  far  as  the  courts  of  law  are  concerned,  of  protecting  and 
aiding  persons  in  the  commission  of  fraud,  by  enabling  them  to  purchase, 
in  the  face  of  prior  conveyances  of  which  they  have  full  knowledge,  and 
to  make  use  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  in  accomplishing  their  fraud. 
That,  we  have  reason  to  apprehend,  has  been  the  case  in  regard  to  the 
sale  made  by  John  Major  to  William  Eeynolds,  after  he  had  already- 
conveyed  the  estate  to  Samuel  Major ; and  it  is  in  consequence  of  the 
necessity  which  courts  of  law  have  held  themselves  to  be  under  of  disre- 
garding the  fact  of  notice  of  the  unregistered  deed. 

But  in  respect  to  the  position  of  this  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  we  cannot 
help  seeing  that  he  or  rather  his  ancestor,  is  a purchaser,  not  under 
a subsequent  deed  given  by  Arthur  Watkins,  but  under  the  very  deed 
which  he  is  trying  to  set  aside.  It  comes  therefore  neither  within  the 
letter  nor  the  spirit  of  the  act. 


f 


Judgment  for  defendant. 
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Beasley  qui  tam.  v.  Cahill. 

The  statute  32  Hen.  VIII.,  ch.  9,  against  buying  disputed  titles,  is  in  force  in 
Upper  Canada. 

Where  in  an  action  on  this  statute,  a verdict  was  taken  upon  four  counts  of  the 
declaration  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  moved  to  arrest  the  judgment, 
on  the  ground  that  some  of  the  counts  were  bad,  the  court  allowed  the  plaintiff 
to  enter  the  verdict  upon  one  count  of  the  declaration,  abandoning  the  rest. 

In  an  action  on  the  statute  against  the  buyer  of  a disputed  title,  the  declaration 
will  be  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment,  if  it  does  not  allege  that  the  buyer  knew 
that  neither  the  seller  nor  any  of  his  ancestors,  nor  any  person  by  whom  the 
seller  claimed  the  estate,  had  been  in  possession,  &c.,  or  received  the  rents, 
&c.,  one  whole  year  next  before  the  bargain  made. 

Qui  tam  action  on  the  statute  32  Hen.  YIII.,  ch.  9,  against  the  buyer 
of  a pretended  title.  The  declaration  contained  six  counts,  and  the 
defendant  pleaded  not  guilty  to  all.  The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Gore 
District  autumn  assizes,  in  1843,  before  the  honorable  Mr.  Justice 
Macaulay,  and  a verdict  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  1000^.,  which  the 
plaintiff  had  entered  specially  on  the  1st,  2nd,  3rd,  and  5th  counts  of 
the  declaration. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron,  for  the  defendant,  in  Hilary  Term,  1843,  ob- 
tained a rule  nisi  to  arrest  the  judgment,  on  various  defects  which  he 
alleged  existed  in  the  counts  on  which  the  verdict  was  taken,  and  after 
this  rule  had  been  enlarged. 

The  Attorney  General,  for  the  plaintiff,  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter 
the  verdict  on  the  first  count  only,  admitting  that  the  verdict  could  not 
be  sustained  on  the  other  counts  on  which  it  was  taken  at  the  trial. 
Against  this  rule, 

Sherwood,  Solicitor  General,  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  by 
asking  at  the  trial  to  have  the  verdict  entered  upon  certain  counts  of  the 
declaration,  the  plaintiff  had  made  his  ele  ition,  by  which  he  was  bound 
to  abide,  and  that  the  court  could  not  grant  him  any  indulgence,  as  it 
was  a penal  acttion.  He  cited  Holloway  q.  t.  v.  Bennett  {a.) 

The  Attorney  General,  in  reply,  urged  that  he  was  not  asking  the 
court  to  apply  the  verdict  to  any  count  upon  which  he  was  not  allowed 
to  recover  at  the  trial,  but  merely  to  confine  his  verdict  to  one  of  the 
counts  upon  which  he  did  expressly  recover,  and  elect  to  have  the  verdict 
entered,  relinquishing  his  claim  to  any  penalty  on  the  other  counts,  the 
sufficiency  of  which  was  called  in  question  ; and  as  to  the  action  being 
for  a penalty,  he  denied  that  any  such  rigid  rule  had  been  established 
as  compelled  him  for  that  reason  to  retain  his  verdict  upon  all  the  counts 
on  which  he  had  recovered. 

Eobinson,  C.J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  we  ought  not  to  refuse  the 
plaintiff’s  application  to  enter  his  verdict  on  the  first  count  only.  It  can 
work  no  possible  injustice.  The  jury  must  be  presumed  to  have  found 
on  each  count  without  reference  to  the  others,  and  to  have  been  satisfied 
that  there  was  evidence  to  shew  a claim  to  a penalty  under  the  first 
count,  without  reference  to  any  statement  contained  in  the  subsequent 
counts.  Then  as  the  penalty  is  incurred  separately  on  each  count,  the 
amount  is  not  affected  by  the  finding  on  the  others. 


{a.)  3 T.  E.  448. 
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It  is  fully  admitted,  tliat  in  ordinary  actions,  suci  a motion  as  is  made 
here  would  be  allowed  ; and  a difference  is  insisted  upon,  merely  on  the 
ground  that  this  is  a proceeding  of  a criminal  nature,  to  punish  a party 
by  a penalty  on  convicting  him  of  an  offence.  Eut  if  it  were  in  truth  a 
conviction  on  an  indictment  containing  several  counts,  all  charging  the 
most  serious  offences,  even  felonies,  it  was  a clear  principle  of  the  criminal 
law,  never  questioned  till  lately,  that  on  a general  verdict,  judgment  would 
not  he  arrested,  because  the  indictment  contained  some  bad  counts,  so 
long  as  there  was  one  good  count  to  which  the  evidence  applied.  It 
would  be  strange  then,  if  a distinction  should  be  made  between  this  civil 
action  and  others,  that  it  is  penal  in  its  nature,  when  if  it  were  in  form  and 
substance  a criminal  prosecution  of  the  gravest  character,  no  application 
of  the  kind  would  be  necessary,  because  the  conviction  would  be  upheld 
without  it ; such,  at  least,  was  the  footing  on  which  the  law  was  under- 
stood to  rest  until  a very  recent  period. 

Holloway  qui  tarn  v.  Bennet,  is  not  applicable  to  this  case,  be  cause 
there  the  plaintiff  after  the  trial  wished  to  shift  his  verdict  to  a different 
count  from  that  which  he  had  elected  at  the  trial  j or,  in  other  words,  to 
apply  it  to  a count  on  which  the  jury  had  not  found  a verdict  at  the  trial. 
The  reasons  which  the  court  gave  for  not  acceding  to  the  motion  (and 
their  refusal  even  then  was  not  without  hesitation)  applied  to  the  case 
before  them,  but  do  not  apply  to  the  present. 

What  is  desired  here  is  nothing  more  than  what  was  done  in  an  action 
for  a penalty,  in  the  case  of  Hardy  v.  Cathcart  (a.),  where  the  jury  found 
a verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  several  counts  for  different  penalties,  and  on 
objections  being  raised  to  one  count,  on  which  he  had  recovered,  the 
plaintiff  was  allowed  to  abandon  that  count,  and  to  enter  his  judgment 
on  the  others,  the  court  making  it  a part  of  the  rule,  that  a remittitur 
should  be  entered  as  to  the  debt  found  on  the  count  so  abandoned ; and 
the  case  of  Henly  v.  the  Corporation  of  Lyme  Eegis  (5.),  is  also  strongly 
in  point. 

This  is  not  compounding  a penal  action,  nor  giving  up  a penalty  in 
which  the  Crown  has  an  interest  gs  well  as  the  party  suing.  It  is  only 
applying  the  one  penalty  which  the  jury  has  given  to  a count  supported 
by  the  evidence,  as  the  jury  has  found,  and  which  count  calls  for  the 
penalty  given  to  the  full  amount.  In  fact  it  is  only  an  application  to 
enter  a remittur  as  to  ail  but  this  one  count. 

Eule  absolute  to  enter  the  verdict  upon  the  first  count. 


The  plaintiff  having  by  his  rule  thus  confined  his  verdict  to  the  first 
count  of  the  declaration,  it  appeared  that  the  cause  of  action  was  stated 
therein  as  follows  : that  one  Sarah  Springer,  pretending  right  in  certain 
messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  in 
the  township  of  Barton,  in  the  district  of  Gore,  being  lots  Nos.  19  and  20, 
in  the  4th  concession,  or  5th  range  of  the  said  township,  on  the  25th  Sep- 
tember, 1840,  at  Barton  aforesaid,  did  unlawfully  bargain  and  sell  to  the 
defendant  her  said  right  to  the  said  messuages,  &c, ; whereas  neither  the 

(a.)  5 Taunt.  2. 

21 


{h.)  6 Bing.  100. 
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said  Sarah,  nor  any  of  her  ancestors,  nor  any  person  through  whom  she  . 
then  claimed  the  said  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  premises,  with 
the  appurtenances,  had  been  in  possession  of  the  same,  nor  of  the  rever- 
sion or  remainder  thereof,  nor  taken  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  by  the 
space  of  one  whole  year  next  before  the  said  bargain  made.  And 
whereas,  the  said  right  of  the  said  Sarah  was  a pretended  right,  contrary 
to  the  statute,  and  the  said  defendant  then  ai  a there  well  knew  the 
same,  to  wit,  at  Barton  aforesaid  ; yet  the  defenoant,  so  knowing  the  ■ 
said  right  of  the  said  Sarah  to  be  a pretended  right  against  the  aforesaid  i 
statute,  not  regarding  the  statute  nor  the  penalty  therein  contained;  did, 
on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  Barton  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  ! 
said  statute,  buy  and  take  of  the  said  Sarah  her  pretended  right  to  the 
said  messuages,  lands  tenements,  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances, 
then  and  there  being  of  a large  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  £2,000,  by 
reason  whereof  and  by  force  of  the  statute,  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  sues  as  aforesaid,  to  obtain  and  have  from  the  defendant  j 
for  Queen  and  himself,  £2,000,  the  value  of  the  said  messuages,  &c.  j 
Boulton^  Q.C.,  shewed  cause  against  arresting  the  judgment  on  this 
count.  The  principal  objection  intended  to  he  urged  against  this  count,  S 
arises  from  the  supposition  that  the  32  Henry  VIII.,  ch  9,  on  which  the  I 
action  is  brought,  is  not  in  force  in  this  Province.  But  that  statute  has  I 
been  frequently  acted  upon  in  this  Province  : and  though  actions  brought 
upon  it  have,  on  many  occasions,  been  before  the  court,  in  no  case  has 
the  court  intimated  any  opinion  that  the  act  does  not  prevail  here.  It  is 
true,  that  its  provisions  were  intended  for  a very  different  state  of  society 
from  any  that  prevails  among  us,  and  were  to  restrain  the  wealthy  and  i 
powerful  from  tyrannizing  over  the  weak  and  defenceless.  But  its  ope-  i 
ration  in  this  country  has  been  found  rather  beneficial  than  otherwise, 
and  has  had  a salutary  effect  in  many  instances  in  restraining  parties 
from  making  use  of  deeds  which  they  improperly  obtained  from  persons 
pretending  interest  in  land,  which  have  served  only  to  disquiet  and  dis- 
turb titles  which  would  have  been  otherwise  unmolested.  If  the  statute 
should  be  considered  in  force,  and  on  that  point  there  can  be  little,  if 
any,  doubt;  then  there  appears  to  be  nothing  v^anting  in  this  count  to 
shew  a good  cause  of  action  in  the  plaintiff.  The  right  of  Sarah  Springer 
in  the  premises  in  question  is  alleged  to  be  a pretended  right  against  the  | 
statute  : the  exception  as  to  possession  by  her  or  her  ancestors  is  ex- 
pressly negatived,  and  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  is  shewn.  What  I 
more  can  be  required  than  this  after  verdict"?  This  is  no  case  of  a | 
special  demurrer  ; it  is  a motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and  every  thing 
must  be  intended  in  favour  of  the  declaration  to  support  the  finding  of  j 
the  jury  upon  it,  and  every  ingredient  necessary  to  the  committing  of  a 
complete  offence  under  the  statute,  must  have  been  found  by  the  jury  1| 
before  they  could  give  any  damages  against  the  defendant.  j 

Sherwood,  Solicitor-General,  and  J.  Hillyard  Cameron,  for  the  defen- 1 
dant.  The  question  as  to  the  statute  being  in  force  in-Upper  Canada  has  |: 
never  yet  come  up  expressly  before  the  court ; and  the  many  instances  | 
of  actions  having  been  brought  upon  it  that  might  be  cited  on  the  other  I 
side  can  have  no  effect  on  the  result  of  that  question,  as  it  ^ ever  has  jl 
been  directly  in  judgment.  It  is  true,  that  the  law  of  England  has  been 
introduced  into  this  province  as  the  rule  of  decision  in  all  questions  j - 
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i relating  to  property  and  civil  rights  ; but,  notwithstanding  that  general 
provision,  which  has  no  exception  in  the  statute  enacting  it  but  in  refer- 
ence  to  the  poor  and  bankrupt  laws,  this  court  has,  in  more  instances 
than  one,  decided  that  particular  statutes,  which  would  certainly  have 
come  within  the  words  of  the  general  provision,  have  no  validity  in  this 
, province,  as  being  acts  of  mere  local  expediency,  or  not  applicable  to 
: the  circumstances  of  this  country,  and  it  would  certainly  seem,  upon 
! the  reason  of  the  thing,  and  the  causes  that  gave  rise  to  the  passing  of 
the  statute  against  buying  disputed  titles,  that  it  might  properly  be 
H classed  among  those  statutes  that  the  court  ought  to  consider  not  appli- 
cable  to  the  circumstances  of  the  colony,  [a).  But  in  this  case  it  is  not 
H necessary  to  press  this  point  particularly  upon  the  court,  as  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  the  judgment  must  be  arrested  on  defects  appearing  in 
I the  count,  altogether  independent  of  any  question  of  the  statute  being 
h in  force  here.  It  is  a principle  in  reference  to  the  statement  of  a cause 
; of  action  in  a declaration,  that  a verdict  will  cure  a title  defectively 
I stated,  but  never  can  cure  a defective  title  ; and  this  case  is  one  of  the 
I latter  description.  The  statute  against  buying  disputed  titles,  requires 
hhat  the  buyer  should  know  that  the  seller,  or  those  under  whom  he 
.claims,  have  not  been  in  possession  of  the  land  for  a year  next  before  the 
'bargain  made.  That  allegation  of  knowledge  is  a necessary  part  of  the 
statement  of  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  and  it  is  omitted  in  this 
declaration  ; and  there  is  nothing  that  is  equivalent  to  it  stated  to  sup- 
ipiy  the  deficiency.  Such  statement  of  knowledge  is  not  necessary,  per- 
haps, in  an  action  against  the  seller,  but  only  because  he  must  neces- 
!sarily  have  the  knowledge  of  his  possession ; but  the  same  knowledge 
may  not  be  in  the  buyer,  and  therefore  the  stature  requires  that  it  should 
be  alleged  and  proved.  The  declaration  is  also  deficient  in  another 
point : it  does  not  state  that  Sarah  Springer  sold  the  lands,  but  only  her 
interest  in  the  land ; and  yet  the  whole  value  of  the  land  is  claimed  as 
the  penalty,  which  hardly  seems  consistent  with  the  statute. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  defendant  has  moved  to  arrest  the  judgment 
upon  grounds  which  the  rule  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  to  enter  the  ver- 
dict on  the  first  count  has  not  removed,  for  they  extend  to  the  whole 
action.  It  is  contended  that  the  statute  of  maintenance  32  Hen.  VIII. 
ch.  9,  is  an  obsolete  statute,  not  acted  upon  in  England,  and  which  may 
be  regarded  as  not  being  in  force  there  j and  that  even  if  in  force  there, 
it  is  not  on  that  account  in  force  here,  being  a statute  founded  on  a 
state  of  things  which  never  did  and  never  can  prevail  in  this  country, 
and  consequently  not  part  of  the  statute  law  of  England  which  we  can 
; be  considered  to  have  adopted.  The  case  of  the  Attorney-General  v. 
Stewart,  (a)  has  been  cited  in  support  of  this  position. 

This  statute,  however,  it  has  been  frequently  held,  is  but  in  affirmance 
of  the  common  law,  so  far  as  its  provisions  disable  persons  who  are  not 
^possessed  from  conveying  their  estate  ; and  in  making  the  buying  and 
Iselling  under  such  circumstances  an  offence,  and  annexing  a penalty  to  it, 
Jit  constitutes  part  of  the  criminal  law  of  England  which  we  have  adopted 
by  an  express  statute,  introducing  it  as  it  stood  in  England  on  the  17  th 
I ’September,  1792,  and  we  can  scarcely  admit  it  to  be  a question  now, 

p (a)  Attorney  General  v.  Stewart,  2 Mer.  144. 
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whether  this  statute,  32  Hen.  VIII,  ch.  9,  against  the  buying  and  selling  i:i 
pretended  titles,  conies  within  the  terms  of  a statute  adopting  the  criminal  i 
law  of  England,  after  it  has  for  a long  series  of  years,  and  in  repeated  <1 
instances,  been  recognized  by  our  predecessors  and  ourselves  as  part  of  i 
the  law  of  Canada.  Many  informations  have  been  filed  under  it,  and  i 
verdicts  recovered,  which  have  come  under  the  consideration  of  the  court  ,i 
upon  motions  for  new  trials  and  in  arrest  of  judgment ; and  though  of  late  I 
years  at  least  the  application  of  the  statute  has  not  been  questioned,  so  ■; 
that  the  court  has  not  been  called  upon  to  pronounce  any  judgment  upon  ' 
that  point,  yet  we  must  assume  that  the  court,  while  they  were  dealing  ; 
with  these  questions,  had  conceded  the  statute  to  be  clearly  in  force,  for  ' 
they  never  would  have  allowed  proceedings  of  a criminal  nature  to  go  on, !: 
if  in  their  opinion  all  foundation  for  them  was  wanting.  |l 

As  to  the  ground  of  the  statute  being  obsolete  in  England.  We  cer-  ii 
tainly  do  not  find  traces  of  its  being  acted  upon  in  very  modern  times ; I 
so  far  as  regards  the  penalties  imposed  by  it,  the  statute  seems  to  have  i, 
been  allowed  to  slumber  for  at  least  a century,  though  its  provisions  are  ;j 
not  unfrequently  alluded  to  in  recent  cases  as  affecting  the  validity  of  > 
conveyances  made  contrary  to  them.  There  is  indeed  in  the  7th  vol.  of 
Wentworth’s  Pleadings,  (134),  a form  given  of  an  information  under;' 
the  statute,  copied  from  a draft  made  by  an  eminent  special  pleader,  iH 
which  is  signed  by  him,  and  would  seem  to  have  been  used  at  the  time  ;] 
of  its  date,  Michaelmas  Term,  28  Geo.  III.  ; * 

It  seems  rather  singular  that  the  statute  should  have  lain  so  long  a i; 
dead  letter  in  England.  There  is  nothing  assigned  in  the  preamble  as  a ^ 
reason  for  its  passing,  which  would  not  be  sufficient  in  all  times.  The 
still  earlier  statutes  connected  with  this  subject,  and  the  commentators  onii 
those  statutes  do  certainly  assign  a reason  for  such  proceedings  which  it 
must  be  admitted  has  but  little  application  now  in  any  country,  namely,  i 
that  persons  who  had  claims,  real  or  pretended  to  lands  of  which  others  jti 
were  in  possession,  were  in  the  habit  of  selling  their  claims  to  great  and  I 
rich  men,  against  whom  the  king’s  poorer  subjects  “dare  not  pursue,”  or::' 
had  at  least  small  chance  of  pursuing  with  success.  I believe  there  areit 
few  persons  having  much  experience  in  the  administration  of  justice,  whoif 
do  not  feel,  that  in  the  present  altered  condition  of  society,  rank  andi, 
wealth  give  no  particular  advantage  in  urging  a doubtful  claim.  The!' 
advantage  is  perhaps  rather  the  other  way;  and  an  advocate  in  our  courtsjJ 
can  have  little  difficulty  in  persuading  himself  that  he  stands  on  the  mostj  | 
favourable  ground,  when  he  can  with  truth  appeal  to  the  compassion  andjii 
sympathy  of  a jury,  on  account  of  the  poverty  of  his  client,  and  his  humblej  i 
station.  Still  there  are  reasons  of  another  kind,  which  apply  strongly  iri|  | 
favour  of  some  such  prohibitions  as  those  which  are  contained  in  thisj  !* 
statute.  It  must  in  any  state  of  society  be  a great  evil,  that  persons;  ^ 
should  be  encouraged  by  impunity  to  buy  up  law  suits.  It  must  be|J 
unfavourable  to  the  peace  of  society,  and  the  practices  to  which  it  would|« 
give  rise  could  not  but  be  prejudicial  to  the  administration  of  justice.il 
There  are  not  a few  people  in  the  world,  who  are  found  willing  to  sell  foij 
a small  consideration  to  others  a pretended  claim,  which  many  considera-'  I 
tions  of  justice  or  gratitude  would  make  them  ashamed  to  advance  openly  i 
in  their  own  name.  And  besides,  in  those  countries  which  have  the  sys-J 
tern  of  registering  titles  to  lands,  there  is  an  obvious  evil  which  must; ; 
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arise  from  such  a practice  as  the  32  Hen,  VIII.  is  calculated  to  prevent. 

I When  a man  pretends  a claim  to  an  estate  of  which  another  is  in  open 
visible  possession,  he  should  be  made  to  pursue  the  claim  in  his  own 
il  person  if  he  intends  to  advance  it  at  all ; for  then  if  he  prevails  over  the 
other,  and  establishes  his  claim,  the  possession  is  changed,  and  the  other 
is  at  least  not  injured  or  annoyed  by  the  setting  up  a mere  pretended 
and  imaginary  right.  If  instead  of  being  compelled  to  fight  the  battle 
i himself,  he  is  allowed  with  impunity  to  assign  his  interest,  and  make  a 
I deed  to  a stranger  of  the  estate  which  another  man  is  in  open  possession 
I of,  reaping  the  benefits,  then  this  deed  is  in  the  common  course  of  things 
recorded  in  the  county  registry,  where  it  may  mislead  others,  supposing 
I the  deed  to  be  made  on  a mere  pretended  right ; and  it  is  a grievance  to 
the  real  owner  of  the  estate,  that  such  a deed  should  be  placed  on  record; 
lifer  it  forms  an  apparent  blot  in  his  title,  and  may  seriously  prejudice  the 
i value  of  his  estate,  if  he  should  offer  it  for  sale.  The  honest  and  more 
I -expedient  course  undoubtedly  is,  that  there  should  be  no  trafficking  in 
law  suits,  and  that  no  man  should  affect  to  sell  an  estate,  of  which  he 
has  not  the  actual  seisin,  for  in  reality  whenever  he  does  so,  he  presumes 
I to  sell  what  he  has  not  got ; that  is,  the  right  and  power  to  take  immedi- 
jafce  possession. 

Sound  policy  is  in  favour  of  the  principles  of  this  statute,  which  is 
intended  to  restrain  persons  by  the  fear  of  punishment  from  attempting 
to  do  what  the  common  law  itself  disables  them  from  doing  effectually. 
Whether  the  particular  provisions  of  the  statute  are  those  best  calculated 
to  attain  the  object,  and  the  least  objectionable  under  present  circum- 
stances, is  another  question,  and  one  which  the  court  is  under  no  neces- 
sity of  considering.  Having  determined  then,  that  we  are  bound  to 
execute  the  provisions  of  this  statute,  and  having  allowed  the  plaintiff 
to  enter  his  verdict  on  the  first  count  of  the  declaration,  we  have  to  con- 
sider the  motion  to  arrest  the  judgment,  as  referring  to  that  count  alone. 

Upon  the  argument  one  objection  has  been  raised,  which  it  does  not 
appear  to  me  holds.  The  defendant  is  charged  with  buying  the  par- 
ticular right  of  Sarah  Springer  in  certain  messuages,  contrary  to  the  statute. 
It  is  not  stated  more  particularly  what  that  pretended  right  was,  whether 
Sarah  Springer  sold  the  whole  land,  or  a certain  interest  in  it,  less  than 
the  whole,  or  all  her  interest  without  specifying  what  her  interest  was, 
which  last  she  might  do,  except  for  the  prohibition  of  the  statute.  Then 
it  is  averred  that  the  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  &c., 
were  of  the  value  of  .£2000,  and  the  plaintiff  claims  that  value  as  the 
penalty.  How  I take  it,  that  to  be  consistent  with  the  statute,  we 
cannot  hold  the  plaintiff  bound  to  state  that  the  defendant  purchased 
the  whole  estate  in  the  land  or  a specific  interest  in  it,  because  for  all 
we  can  know  from  inspecting  the  records,  and  we  can  look  no  further 
upon  this  motion  to  arrest  the  judgment,  the  conveyance  may  in  fact  have 
been  of  “Sarah  Springer^s  right,”  as  the  declaration  alleges,  without 
! specifying  what  that  right  was;  and  in  such  a case  the  express  words  of 
• the  statute  impose  upon  the  buyer  and  the  seller,  as  a penalty,  the  value 
of  the  land  so  bought  or  taken,  which,  I take  it,  must  mean  the  value  of 
I the  estate  respecting  which  such  illegal  conveyance  has  been  made.  It 
f cannot  mean  the  value  of  the  seller’s  actual  interest  in  the  land,  because 
then  if  the  seller  assigns  “all  his  interest”  in  the  lands  when  he  has  on 
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interest,  he  would  forfeit  nothing ; which  clearly  is  not  what  the  statute  : j 
means,  (a).  But  it  is  my  opinion,  that  the  first  count  of  this  declaration  \ 
cannot  he  upheld  against  the  other  objection  which  has  been  urged,,  i 
namely,  that  it  does  not  charge  that  the  defendant,  when  he  bought,  1 
knew  that  Sarah  Springer,  when  she  sold  him  her  pretended  right,  j 
“had  not  been  in  possession  of  the  lands,  or  taken  the  rents  or 
“profits  for  one  whole  year  next  before  the  bargain  made.”  That  guilty  1 
knowledge  is  made  by  the  statute  a necessary  ingredient  in  the  offence,  \i 
in  an  action  against  the  buyer,  which  this  is.  “No  person,”  the  statute  ;i 
says,  “shall  bargain,  buy  or  sell  any  pretended  right  to  any  lands,  a 
“&c.,  except  such  person  which  shall  so  bargain  and  sell  the  same, 
“or  his  ancestors,  &c.,  have  been  in  possession  of  the  same,  or  taken  the 
“rents  or  profits  for  one  whole  year  next  before  the  said  bargain,  &c;  upon  i 
“pain  that  the  seller  shall  forfeit  the  value  of  the  lands  so  bargained,  &c.,  : 
“contrary  to  the  act.”  With  regard  to  him,  that  is,  the  seller,  there  is  *i] 
nothing  said  in  the  act  about  his  knowing  that  he  had  not  been  a year  in 
possession,  &c.,  before  the  bargain  and  sale,  because  in  the  nature  of  things  j 
he  must  have  known  it.  But  when  the  statute  proceeds,  as  it  does  in  ‘J 
the  next  sentence,  to  treat  of  the  person  buying^  it  says,  “and  the  buyer 
“and  taker  thereof,  knowing  the  same,  to  forfeit  also  the  value  of  the  ■ 
“said  lands,  so  bought  or  taken,  as  is  above  said.”  Nothing,  then,  can  ;i 
be  clearer  than  that  the  statute  requires  that  the  buyer  (before  he  can  be 
guilty  of  an  offence),  must  know  that  the  seller  of  the  pretended  title  had  w 
not  been  a year  in  possession;  and  so  it  has  been  adjudged,  {h)  The 
most  extensive  discussion,  I believe,  of  the  provisions  and  effect  of  the  ; 
statute  is  to  be  found  in  the  case  of  Partridge  v.  Strange  and  another,  (c)  ) 
and  it  is  the  more  worthy  of  attention  from  its  being  so  'near  the  ' { 
time  of  its  passing.  There  the  court  held  that  if  a person  having  a j 
perfect  title,  but  being  at  the  time  out  of  possession,  presume  to  convey,.  , t 
he  comes  within  the  statute,  and  the  buyer  also;  though  the  statute  cer-  ; ) 
tainly  speaks  only  of  those  who  buy  or  sell  any  pretended  right  or  title.  ’ 1 
They  found  this  construction  upon  the  principle  that  the  fact  of  dispos*  j 
session  has  turned  his  right  which  before  was  perfect,  both  as  regards  the  ifi 
title  and  the  possession,  into  a pretended  right,  and  so  brings  the  case  i 
within  this  provision.  This  has  rather  the  appearance  of  extending  the  -i 
enactment  by  construction,  contrary  to  the  principles  which  govern  in  the  . 
construction  of  penal  laws;  but  the  court,  no  doubt,  knew  well  that  the  ■ . 
statute  was  intended  to  take  in  such  cases,  and  it  is  evident  that  if  it  did  ■ f 
not  it  would  be  in  a great  measure  nugatory.  The  construction  shews  ' 
that  the  being  out  of  possession  is  really  the  most  material  feature  in  all 
cases  under  the  act,  since  that  may  bring  the  buyer  of  a gcod  title  under 
the  penalties  of  the  act,  while  on  the  other  hand,  the  buyer  of  what  is  in 
truth  a mere  pretended  or  sham  title  will  be  safe,  if  he  buys  from  a person  ^ 
who  has  been  a year  in  possession.  But  further,  (and  this  decision 
shews  how  strictly  the  courts  have  held  to  the  words  of  the  act  in  charging 
theoffence),ithas  been  adjudged  that  even  where  the  title  is  actually  a good 
and  perfect  title,  and  the  whole  turns  upon  the  fact  of  the  seller  being  out 
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of  possession,  still  the  right  mast  in  the  declaration  be  called  di.  pretended 
right  j though  in  reality  it  is  a good  right,  [a)  for  its  being  a pretended 
right,  the  court  says,  is,  by  the  statute,  of  the  very  gist  of  the  offence.  So, 
! here,  in  an  action,  which  this  is,  against  the  buyer,  it  must  appear  that 
i the  buyer  knew  the  seller  not  to  have  been  a year  in  possession,  because 
' that  fact  is  by  the  statute  made  of  the  very  essence  of  the  offence,  and  in 
I some  cases,  (as  where  the  title  is  good,)  the  wrong  may  consist  wholly  in 
that.  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  insist  that  where  the  “scienter”  is  made  by 
a statute  a necessary  ingredient  in  the  offence,  it  must  be  alleged  on  the 
record,  for  the  offence  is  not  complete  without  it.  What  the  statute  in- 
I tends  to  punish  is  not  the  mere  fact  of  buying  a pretended  right  or  any 
I right  from  one  who  has  not  been  a year  in  possession,  but  the  buying  it 
knowing  the  same ; and  if  a defendant  should  plead  guilty  to  an  informa- 
|tion  wanting  that  averment,  no  judgment  could  be  passed.  Then  does 
this  declaration  contain  in  substance  such  an  averment  % I think  it  clear- 
ly does  not.  It  alleges  that  Sarah  Springer  pretended  right  in  certain 
lands,  &c.,  not  regarding  the  statute,  did  unlawfully  bargain  and  sell  her 
right  to  the  said  lands  to  the  said  defendant,  whereas  she,  the  said  Sarah 
'Springer,  nor  any  of  her  ancestors,  &c.,  had  been  in  possession  of  the 
same  lands,  &c.,  by  the  space  of  one  whole  year  next  before  the  bargain 
aforesaid  made.  “And  whereas  in  truth  the  right  of  the  said  Sarah 
“ Springer  in  the  said  lands,  &c.,  at  the  time  of  the  said  bargain  made, 
“ was  a pretended  right  against  the  aforesaid  statute  ; and  the  said  James 
Cahill  then  and  there  well  knew  the  same,  to  wit  at,  &c.”  JSTow  this  lat- 
ter averment,  I think,  imports  no  more  than  that  the  defendant  well  knew 
that  the  right  was  a pretended  right.  And  this  construction  is  confirmed 
to  be  the  true  one  by  what  immediately  follows.  “Yet  the  said  James 
“Cahill  so  then  and  there  knowing  the  said  right  of  the  said  Sarah  Springer 
‘Ho  be  such  pretended  right  as  aforesaid,  did,  contrary  to  the  statute,  buy 
I “and  take  the  said  pretended  right  f and  then  the  declaration  states  the 
value  of  the  land  and  claims  the  penalty  ; not  averring  knowledge  by  the 
defendant  of  any  other  fact  than  of  the  right  being  pretended.  It  cannot 
be  said  that  this  declaration  contains  any  statement  that  the  defendant 
knew  that  the  seller  had  not  been  in  possession  a year  next  before  the 
sale.  I find  no  precedent  of  a declaration  on  this  statute  against  the 
buyer,  which  would  warrant  us  in  holding  this  sufficient.  The  declara- 
tion in  the  old  case  of  Partridge  v.  Strange  and  another  (6)  is  against  the 
seller,  not  the  buyer,  and  there  of  course  there  is  no  allegation  that  the 
defendant  knew  that  he  had  not  himself  been  a year  in  possession.  The 
statute  requires  no  such  averment,  and  it  would  have  been  absurd  if  it 
had.  The  precedent  to  which  I have  referred  as  being  printed  in  the  7th 
vol.  of  Wentworth,  (c)  seems  to  have  furnished  the  form  which  has  been 
followed  in  this  case,  and  that  was  in  an  action  against  the  buyer ; 
and  as  it  was  framed  by  a pleader  of  great  experience,  Mr.  Vitruvius 
Lawes,  it  was  probably  thought  a safe  precedent  to  follow.  But 
that  declaration  contains  twelve  counts  charging  the  offence  in  a variety 
of  ways  ; and,  no  doubt,  it  was  because  Mr.  Lawes  was  not  certain  what 
statement  the  evidence  would  clearly  support,  that  he  framed  counts  suit- 
ed to  different  supposed  circumstances.  Some  of  his  counts,  as  the  first 


(a)  Cro.  Car,  233. 
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and  second,  and  several  others,  are  open  to  the  same  exception  that  the 
first  count  of  this  declaration  is ; and  indeed  this  count  seems  to  be  almost 
literally  copied  from  the  first  count  in  that  form.  But  in  Mr.  Lawes’  draft 
there  are  other  counts,  as  the  third  and  sixth,  in  which  that  exception  is 
carefully  guarded  against,  by  alleging  the  offence  thus  : “of  which  said 
“ premises  or  any  part  thereof  neither  the  said  J.  H.  nor  his  ancestors, 
“ &c.,  had  been  in  possession  by  the  space  of  one  whole  year,  next  before 
“ the  said  buying  of  the  said  pretended  right,  &c.,  he  the  said  Michael, 
“ then  and  there,  at  the  time  of  his  so  buying  such  said  pretended  right 
“ and  title,  last  aforesaid,  knowing  the  same,  and  all  the  other facts  and 
premises  last  aforesaid.^'  It  may  be  said  that  Mr.  Lawes  can  hardly 
be  supposed  to  have  inserted  the  first  and  other  counts  which  want 
this  averment,  unless  he  thought  they  could  be  sustained ; but  he  was 
evidently  shaping  his  charge  in  all  ways,  so  as  to  meet  the  proofs  what- 
ever they  might  be,  and  to  give  the  prosecutor  an  opportunity  of  trying 
whether  the  case  without  proof  or  knowledge  of  the  fact  of  dispossesion, 
could  not  be  supported,  in  case  the  proofs  should  carry  it  no  further.  We 
are  not  to  conclude  that  Mr.  Lawes  thought  all  his  counts  equally  good; 
and,  if  he  did,  he  must  have  forgotten  the  terms  of  the  statute.  In 
the  c^se  before  us,  the  plaintiff,  by^  desiring  to  take  his  verdict  on  the 
first  count  alone,  is  reduced  to  the  necessity  of  attempting  to  support  a 
declaration  under  the  statute,  which,  in  a very  essential  particular,  falls 
short  of  the  terms  of  the  statute.  We  might  as  well,  I think,  hold  that 
a person  could  be  convicted  of  felony,  in  uttering  a forged  bill,  upon  an 
indictment  which  did  not  allege  that  he  knew  the  bill  to  be  forged.  It 
was  strenuously  urged  on  the  argument  of  this  case,  that  there  could 
have  been  no  conviction  at  the  trial,  unless  the  seller  had  been  proved  to 
have  been  out  of  possession  at  the  time  of  the  conveying  ; and  that  the 
alleging  that  the  defendant  bought  a pretended  title,  contrary  to  the  sta- 
tute, necessarily  involves  that.  But  this  is  a mistake . The  effect  of  the 
statute  is,  that  a man  may  safely  buy  from  one  who  has  a good  title,  and 
is  ill  possession,  though  such  person  may  not  have  been  in  possession 
more  than  a week,  or  an  hour  before  making  the  deed;  while  he  will  not 
be  safe  in  buying  a mere  pretended  right  knowingly,  from  a person  in 
actual  possession,  unless  such  person  has  been  in  possession  for  a whole 
year  next  before  the  sale  (a).  For  all  that  is  stated  in  this  count,  the 
defendant  may  have  bought  from  Sarah  Springer  a mere  pretended  right; 
but  he  may  have  bought  from  her  while  she  was  in  possession  ; and  he 
may  not  have  known  that  she  had  been  in  possesion  a shorter  time 
than  a year  if  the  fact  was  so.  We  have  no  discretion  to  exercise  in  a 
question  of  this  kind ; but,  if  we  had , I think  we  should  feel  the  propriety 
of  not  giving  any  latitude  of  construction  in  order  to  bring  a defendant 
under  the  penalty  of  an  English  statute  which  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
enforced  in  England  for  more  than  a century,  and  where  the  penalty  is 
so  large,  as  it  is  in  the  present  case.  Our  judgment  upon  this  motion  is 
necessarily  confined  to  the  exception  taken  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
record,  without  reference  to  what  may  have  been  actually  proved  upon 
the  trial,  which  we  are  not  at  liberty  on  this  rule  to  notice. 

Kule  absolute. 
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QUEEN’S  BENCH. 
MICHAELMAS  TERM,  9 VICTORIA 

MONDAY,  loth  NOVEMBER,  1845. 


Present, — The  Chief  Justice, 

Mr.  Justice  Macaulay,  ♦ 

Mr.  Justice  Jones, 

Mr.  Justice  McLean. 

Mr.  Justice  Hagerman  sitting  in  the  Practice  Court. 

Mr.  Justice  Jones  having  been  in  the  Practice  Court  last  term, 
delivered  no  judgments  in  any  of  the  cases  decided  this  day. 

Metcalfe  v.  McKenzie  et  al. 

In  an  action  on  an  administration  bond  given  to  a former  governor  of  the 
province,  it  is  sufficient  even  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  action  is  brought 
in  the  name  of  a subsequent  governor. 

^In  such  an  action,  the  declaration  is  bad  on  special  demurrer,  if  the  plaintiff 
K merely  aver  that  the  adm.nistratrix  did  not  well  and  truly  administer  the 
goods,  &c.  which  came  to  her  hands,  without  distinctly  averring  that  goods 
IP  did  come  to  her  hands  ; and  it  is  also  necessary  that  time  should  be  laid  to  the 
K averment  that  goods  did  come  to  her  hands,  to  be  administered. 

Sir  Charles  Theophilus  Metcalfe,  Baronet,  Governor-General  of  the 
i?' Province  of  Canada,  complains  of  Kenneth  McKenzie,  and  Charlotte 
^ McKenzie  his  wife,  Kobert  Stanton,  and  William  H.  Lee,  for  that  whereas 
W herotofore,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1833, 
r'the  said  Charlotte  then  being  sole  and  unmarried,  by  the  name  of  Char- 
t lotte  Warren,  and  the  said  Robert  Stanton  and  William  H.  Lee,  by  their 
r certain  writing  obligatory,  sealed  with  their  seals,  and  now  shewn  to  the 
Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  at  Toronto,  the  date 
W.  whereof  is  to  wit  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  acknowledged  themselves  to 
W be  held  and  firmly  bound  to  his  Excellency  Sir  John  Colborne,  then  and 
S at  the  time  of  the  sealing  and  delivery  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  to 
m wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  being  lieutenant-governor  of  the 
y province  of  Upper  Canada,  major-general,  commanding  his  then  majesty’s 
® forces  therein,  and  judge  of  the  Court  of  Probate,  within  the  said 
' Province  of  Upper  Canada,  and  to  his  successor  and  successors  in  office, 
to  wit,  the  office  of  governor,  lieutenant-governor,  or  person  administering 
the  government  of  the  province  of  Upper  Canada,  in  the  sum  of  650/.  of 
lawful  money  of  this  province,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  governor,  lieutenant- 
,1  governor,  or  person  administering  the  government  thereof,  to  wit,  of  the 
said  then  province  of  Upper  Canada,  with  a condition  thereunder  written, 
that  if  the  therein  bounden  Charlotte  McKenzie,  then  being  sole  and 
: unmarried,  by  the  name  and  style  of  Charlotte  Warren,  administratrix  of 
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all  and  singular  the  goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  one  John  Warren,  then 
lately  deceased,  should  make  or  cause,  to  be  made  a true  and  perfect  in- 
ventory of  all  and  singular  the  goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  the  said 
John  Warren,  deceased,  which  before  then  had  or  should  thereafter  come 
into  her  the  said  Charloite  Warren’s  hands,  possession  or  knowledge,  or 
into  the  hands,  possession  or  knowledge  of  any  person  or  persons  for  her  ; 
and  the  same  so  made  should  exhibit  or  cause  to  be  exhibited  unto  the 
registry  of  the  Court  of  Probate,  on  or  before  the  last  Monday  in  March 
then  next  ensuing,  and  the  same  goods,  chattels  and  credits,  and  all  other 
the  goods  and  chattels  and  credits  which  were  of  the  said  deceased  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  or  which  at  any  time  after  should  come  into  the  hands  or 
possession  of  the  said  Charlotte  Warren,  or  into  the  hands  and  posses- 
sion of  any  other  person  or  persons  for  her,  she  the  said  Charlotte  Warren 
should  and  would  well  and  truly  administer  according  to  law,  and  further 
should  make  or  cause  to  be  made  a true  and  just  account  of  her  said 
administration,  at  or  before  the  first  Monday  in  June,  which  would  be  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1834,  and  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  said  goods, 
chattels  and  credits  which  should  be  found  remaining  upon  the  said 
administratrix’s  account,  the  same  being  first  examined  and  allowed  by  the 
judge  of  the  court  for  the  time  being,  should  deliver  and  pay  unto  such 
person  or  persons  respectively  as  said  judge  by  his  decree  or  sentence 
conformably  with  the  provisions  in  a certain  act  of  parliament  entitled 
‘‘An  act  for  the  better  settling  intestate  estates,”  and  passed  in  the  22nd 
and  23rd  year  of  the  reign  of  king  Charles  IL,  and  also  in  a certain 
act  passed  in  the  1st  year  of  king  James  11.,  contained,  should  limit  and 
appoint ; and  if  it  should  thereafter  appear  that  any  last  will  and  testa- 
ment was  made  by  the  deceased  John  Warren,  and  the  executor  or 
executors  therein  named  should  exhibit  the  same  into  the  said  court, 
making  request  to  have  it  allowed  and  approved  ; and  if  the  said  Charlotte 
Warren  therein  bounden  being  thereunto  required,  should  render  and 
deliver  the  said  letters  of  administration  (approbation  of  such  testament 
being  first  had  and  made  in  the  said  court)  then  the  said  obligation  to  be 
void  and  of  none  effect,  or  else  to  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue.  And 
the  plaintiff  avers  that  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  the  condition 
thereunder  written,  were  made  and  entered  into  by  the  said  defendants, 
Charlotte,  then  being  sole  and  unmarried  by  the  name  of  Charlotte 
Warren,  Robert  Stanton,  and  William  H.  Lee,  according  to  and  by  virtue 
of  a certain  act  of  parliament  of  that  part  of  this  province  formerly  Upper 
Canada,  entitled  “ An  act  to  establish  a Court  of  Probate  in  this  province,” 
(meaning  that  part  of  this  province  formerly  Upper  Canada)  “ and  also 
“ a Surrogate  Court  in  every  district  thereof,”  passed  in  the  33d  year  of 
the  reign  of  king  George  III.  And  the  plaintiff  avers  that  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  letters  of  administration 
of  all  and  singular  the  goods  and  effects,  rights  and  credits,  of  the  said 
John  Warren,  deceased,  who  died  intestate  as  aforesaid,  were. duly  com- 
mitted to  the  said  Charlotte  McKenzie,  then  Charlotte  Warren,  by  the 
Court  of  Probate,  in  and  for  the  then  said  province  of  Upper  Canada, 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 
And  the  plaintiff  in  fact  saith,  that  the  said  Charlotte  McKenzie,  so 
being  sole  and  unmarried  at  the  making  of  the  said  bond  as  aforesaid, 
by  the  name  of  Charlotte  Warren,  did  not  well  and  truly  admin- 
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ister  according  to  law,  the  goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  the  said  Joha 
Warren,  deceased,  which  came  to  the  hands  and  possession  of  the  said 
Charlotte,  after  the  death  of  the  said  John  Warren,  amounting  in  the 
whole  to  a large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  2000Z.  of  lawful  money 
of  Canada,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  the  said  Charlotte,  after  the  same 
so  came  to  her  hands  and  possession,  wrongfully,  unjustly  and  injuriously^ 
and  contrary  to  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  condition,  wasted  the  same,, 
and  converted,  appropriated  and  disposed  of  the  said  goods,  chattels  and 
credits,  being  of  the  value  aforesaid,  to  her  own  use,  and  the  same  remain 
wholly  unadministered,  contrary  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  condition. 
And  the  said  plaintiff,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  caso 
made  and  provided,  for  the  assignment  of  a further  and  other  breach  of 
the  said  writing  obligatory,  saith  that  the  said  Charlotte,  then  being  sole 
and  unmarried,  and  at  the  time  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  did  not  make 
or  cause  to  be  made,  and  hath  not  made  or  caused  to  be  made,  a true  and 
just  account  of  her  said  administration,  at  or  before  the  first  Monday 
in  June,  which  would  then,  to  wit,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 
writing  obligatory,  be  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1834,  or  at  any  other  time 
before  or  since  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof, 
wholly  failed,  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do,  contrary  to  the  form  and 
effect  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  the  condition  thereunder  written. 
And  the  plaintiff  further  avers,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of 
June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1843,  the  said  Sir  John  Colborne  ceased 
to  be  lieutenant-governor  or  person  administering  the  government  of  that 
part  of  the  province  of  Canada  which  formerly  constituted  the  province  of 
Upper  Canada,  and  he  hath  not  since  been  governor,  lieutenant-governor, 
or  person  administering  the  government  of  that  part  of  the  said  province 
of  Canada  which  formerly  constituted  the  province  of  Upper  Canada. 
And  the  plaintiff  further  avers,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid,  he,  the  plaintiff,  succeeded  the  said  Sir  John  Colborne 
in  the  administration  of  the  government  of  that  part  of  this  province 
formerly  Upper  Canada,  and  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  afore- 
said, became,  and  was,  and  still  is,  the  governor  and  person  administering 
the  government  of  that  part  of  this  province  formerly  Upper  Canada ; and 
as  such  governor  and  person  administering  the  government,  then,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  became  and  was,  and  thence  hitherto 
hath  been  and  now  is  the  successor  of  Sir  John  Colborne  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  government  of  that  part  of  this  province  formerly  Upper 
Canada,  and  as  such  governor  administering  the  government  as  aforesaid, 
and  successor  of  Sir  John  Colborne,  became,  and  was,  and  is  entitled  to 
the  said  bond,  and  to  sue  thereon  according  to  the  form  of  the  Statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided  ; whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the 
plaintiff  as  governor  administering  the  government  of  that  part  of  the 
province  of  Canada  formerly  called  Upper  Canada,  and  as  such  successor 
in  the  administration  of  the  government  thereof  as  aforesaid,  to  demand 
and  have,  of  and  from  the  defendants,  the  said  sum  of  650Z.  above  deman- 
ded : yet  the  defendants,  although  often  requested  so  to  do,  have  not  nor 
hath  either  of  them  as  yet  paid  the  said  sum  of  650/.  above  demanded,  or 
any  part  thereof,  to  the  said  Sir  John  Colborne  nor  to  the  said  plaintiff, 
as  such  successor  aforesaid  in  the  administration  of  the  government 
aforesaid,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever  or 
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wheresoever,  to  the  great  damage  of  the  said  plaintiffs  of  650Z;  and  there- 
fore the  said  plaintiff, as  such  governor  administering  the  government  of  that 
part  of  this  province  formerly  called  Upper  Canada,  and  as  successor  to 
the  said  Sir  John  Colborne,in  administering  the  government  thereof, and  by 
virtue  of  the  said  statute  brings  his  suit,  &c.  The  defendants  crave  oyer  of 
the  said  writing  obligatory  and  condition  thereof,  which  is  read  to  them  in 
these  words  : “Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  Charlotte  Warren 
of  the  township  of  Bertie  in  the  Niagara  district  and  province  of  Upper 
^‘Canada,  widow  of  the  late  John  Warren  of  the  same  place  esquire, 
deceased,  and  Eobert  Stanton  of  the  town  of  York  in  the  Home  District, 
“ esquire  and  William  H.  Lee  of  the  same  place,  gentleman  are  held  and 
^‘firmly  bound  unto  His  Excellency  Sir  John  Colborne,K.C.B., Lieutenant 
Governor  of  the  province  of  Upper  Canada,  Major  General  commanding 
his  Majesty’s  forces  therein, and  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Probate  within  the 
said  province,  and  to  his  successor  and  successors  in  office,  in  the  sum 
of  650Z.  of  good  and  lawful  money  of  Upper  Canada,  to  be  paid  to  our 
“ Sovereign  Lord  the  King,  his  heirs  or  successors,  for  which  payment  well 
“ and  truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves  severally,  our  heirs  and  each  of 
“ our  heirs,  executors  and  administrators  firmly  by  these  presents,  sealed 
“ with  our  seals  and  dated  at  York  in  the  province  aforesaid,  this  1st  day 
“ of  June  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1833.  The  condition  of  this  obligation 
is  such  that  if  the  above  bounden  Charlotte  Warren,  administratrix  of  all 
“ and  singular  the  goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  the  late  John  Warren,  of 
the  township  of  Bertie  aforesaid,  deceased,  do  make  or  cause  to  be  made 
“ a true  and  perfect  inventory  of  all  and  singular  the  goods,  chattels  and 
“ credits  of  the  said  deceased,  which  have  or  shall  come  into  the  hands, 
“possession  or  knowledge  of  her  the  said  Charlotte  Warren,  or  into  the 
“ hands  or  possession  of  any  other  person  or  persons  for  her  and  the  same 
“so  made  do  exhibit  or  cause  to  be  exhibited  into  the  registry  of  the 
“ said  court  of  Probate,  on  or  before  the  last  Monday  in  March  next 
“ ensuing,  and  the  same  goods,  chattels  and  credits,  and  all  other  the 
“ goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  the  said  deceased  at  the  time  of  his  death 
“ which  at  any  time  after  shall  come  into  the  hands  or  possession  of  the  said 
Charlotte  Warren,  or  into  the  hands  or  possession  of  any  other  person 
“ or  persons  for  her,  do  well  and  truly  administer  according  to  law,  and 
“further  do  make  or  cause  to  be  made  a true  and  just  account  of  her  said 
“ administration,  at  or  before  the  first  Monday  in  June,  which  will  be  in 
“the  year  of  our  Lord  1834;  and  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  said 
“ goods,  chattels  and  credits  which  shall  be  found  remaining  on  the  said 
“ administratrix’s  account,  the  same  being  first  examined  and  allowed  by 
“ the  judge  of  the  court  for  the  time  being,  shall  deliver  and  pay  unto 
“ such  person  or  persons  respectively  as  the  said  judge  by  his  decree  or  sen- 
“ tence  conformably  to  the  provisions  in  a certain  act  of  parliament,entitled 
“ ‘An  act  lor  the  better  settling  intestate  estates,’  and  passed  in  the  22nd 
“and  23d years  of  the  reign  of  King  Charles  IL,  and  also  in  a certain 
^‘act  passed  in  the  first  year  of  King  James  II.  contained,  should  limit 
“ and  appoint ; and  if  it  should  thereafter  appear  that  any  last  will  and 
testament  was  made  by  the  deceased,  and  the  executor  or  executors 
“ therein  named  do  exhibit  the  same  into  the  said  court,  making  request 
“ to  have  it  allowed  and  approved  accordingly;  if  the  said  Charlotte 
“ Warren  within  bounden,  being  thereunto  required,  do  render  and 
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“ deliver  the  said  letters  of  administration  (approbation  of  such  testament 
being  first  had  and  made  in  the  said  court),  then  this  obligation  to  be 
“ void  and  of  none  effect,  or  else  to  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue/* — 
Which  being  read  and  heard,  they  sa}’-  that  the  first  breach  of  the  said 
writing  obligatory  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  is  not  sufficient  in 
law,  and  they  shew  the  following  causes  of  demurrer  thereto : that  by  the 
statute  creating  the  court  of  probate,  administration  bonds  should  be 
taken  to  the  governor,  lieutenant  governor  or  person  administering  the 
government  for  the  time  being,  and  that  no  suit  can  be  maintained  in  the 
Christian  and  surnames  of  any  governor,  and  that  even  although  the  bond 
have  been  so  made  to  him,  the  plaintiff  should  be  duly  styled  only  the 
‘‘governor,  lieutenant  governor  or  person  administering  the  government,’^ 
as  the  case  might  be  ; and  also  because  the  said  first  breach  is  argumen- 
tative in  stating  that  the  said  Charlotte  Warren  did  not  well  and  truly 
administer  according  to  law  the  goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  the  said 
John  Warren,  deceased,  which  came  to  the  hands  and  possession  of  the 
said  Charlotte  Warren,  after  the  death  of  the  said  John  Warren,  thereby 
leaving  it  to  be  inferred  that  such  goods,  chattels  and  credits  did  come  to 
her  hands,  instead  of  there  being  a direct  averment  that  they  did  come 
into  her  hands,  and  that  she  did  not  well  and  truly  administer  them;  and 
also  because  there  is  no  time  stated  or  laid  when  the  goods  came  into  the 
hands  of  the  said  Charlotte  Warren,  or  when  the  said  Charlotte  did  not 
well  and  truly  administer  the  said  goods,  chattels  and  credits,  or  when  she 
wasted  or  converted  and  disposed  of  the  same  to  her  own  use.  Joinder 
in  demurrer. 

J,  Hilly  ard  Gamer  on  and  Vankoughnet  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — 
The  objections  which  are  now  pointed  out  on  special  demurrer  are  the 
same  that  were  urged  in  the  last  argument  of  this  case  ( a)  on  general 
demurrer,  and  the  observations  that  were  made  by  the  court  in  giving 
judgment  then,  must  ensure  the  decision  of  this  demurrer  in  the  defend- 
ant’s favour.  Upon  the  first  point,  that  the  action  should  be  brought  by 
the  “ governor  general,”  and  not  by  “Sir  Charles  Metcalfe,”  the  court  has 
already  held  that  this  form  is  sufficient  in  substance^  but  it  is  now  objected 
to  in /orw^,  and  if  it  cannot  be  so  supported,  the  defendant  must  prevail. 
The  language  of  the  chief  justice  in  the  former  judgment,  is,  “ It  would 
“have  been  more  correct,  perhaps,  if  this  action  had  been  merely  in  the 
“official  name  of  the  governor,  saying  nothing  of  Sir  Charles  Metcalfe, 
“but  we  cannot  say  it  is  bad  in  substance  because  the  name  of  the  actual 
“governor  is  mentioned.”  From  this  it  may  be  inferred  that  the  opinion 
of  the  court  was,  that  the  declaration  would  be  insufficient  on  special 
demurrer.  Upon  the  second  point,  the  court  also  seemed  to  hold  that  the 
declaration  would  be  bad  on  special  demurrer.  The  breach  alleges  that 
Charlotte  Warren  did  not  well  and  truly  administer  the  goods,  &c.,  of  the 
intestate,  which  came  to  her  hands;  amounting  to  2000^,  and  this  is  only 
an  argumentative  statement,  from  which  it  is  to  be  inferred  that  goods 
did  come  into  her  hands,  and  is  therefore  bad  on  special  demurrer, as  was 
stated  by  the  court  in  the  judgment  referred  to.  “It  is  sufficiently  stated 
“in  substance  at  least,  and  there  is  no  special  demurrer  on  the  grounds  of 
“its  not  being  precisely  alleged. ” In  Serra  et  al  vs.  Fyffe,  [h)  the  plain- 
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tiffs  declared  in  debt  on  bond,  conditioned  that  A.  B.  should  deliver  a 
true  account  of  all  the  monies  received  bjr  him  by  virtue  of  his  office,  the 
defendant  pleaded  general  performance,  and  the  replication  was  that  A.  B. 
was  requested  to  deliver  a true  account  of  all  monies  received  by  him  in 
pursuance  of  his  office,  but  refused  so  to  do  : this  replication  was  held  bad 
on  special  demurrer,  because  it  was  not  distinctly  alleged  that  A.  B.  had 
received  any  monies  by  virtue  of  his  office.  Gould  v.  Lashbury,(a)  also 
bears  on  this  point.  As  to  the  third  objection,  it  is  a well  known  princi- 
ple in  pleading,  that  time  must  be  stated  to  every  material  averment,  and 
the  averment  of  goods  coming  into  the  hands  of  the  administratrix  must 
be  material,  as  upon  that  fact  hinges  the  breach  of  the  bond.  Bing  v. 
Boxborough  {b). 

Crooks  for  the  plaintiff. — The  action  is  well  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
governor  for  the  time  being,  by  the  decision  of  this  court,  which  has  been 
already  referred  to,  and  it  can  make  no  difference  that  that  judgment  was 
pronounced  upon  a general  demurrer,  and  this  objection  is  now  raised 
upon  special  demurrer ; as  if  it  were  available  at  all,  it  must  have  been 
sufficient  to  defeat  the  plaintiff’s  action  on  general  demurrer,  as  it  is  an 
answer  in  substance  and  not  in  form.  The  other  objections  were  raised 
in  the  former  argument  also,  but  the  form  of  the  plaintiffs  declaration  is 
similar  to  that  in  the  case  of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  Bobertson.(c) 
[The  Chief  Justice. — But  these  objections  are  made  on  special  demur- 
rer ; would  it  not  be  better  for  the  plaintiff  to  amend  *?]  The  averments 
are  sufficient,  and  there  is  no  argumentativeness  nor  doubt  about  the 
manner  in  which  the  goods  are  stated  to  have  come  into  the  hands  of  the 
administratrix ; the  allegation  is  that  she  did  not  administer  the  goods 
which  came  to  her  hands  to  the  value  of  2000/,  but  that  she  wasted  the 
same  ; this  is  sufficient  to  show  the  nature  of  the  averment,  and  does  not 
leave  any  doubt  upon  the  point  upon  the  ground  of  uncertainty. 

Bobinson,  C.  J. — In  the  first  action  instituted  upon  the  administration 
bond,  in  the  name  of  the  then  governor  of  Canada,  the  late  Sir  Charles 
Bagot,  the  court  was  called  upon  to  consider  objections  which  have  been 
avoided  in  the  pleadings  before  us,  upon  some  of  which  objections  the 
pleadings  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  were  held  to  be  bad.  In  the  judg- 
ment given  by  this  court  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1843,  upon  the  demurrer 
in  that  action,  some  opinions  were  expressed  upon  the  form  of  the  bonds 
taken  under  our  statute  33  Geo.  III.  ch,  8.  and  upon  the  proper  mode  of 
declaring  upon  them.  We  have  had  occasion  also  to  discuss  and  con- 
sider these  points  in  a judgment  given  in  Easter  Term  last,  in  this  same 
action.  In  the  first  judgment  referred  to,  we  noticed  the  irregularity 
of  making  the  money  in  the  bond  payable  to  the  king,  instead  of  the 
governor  as  obligee.  But  upon  the  authorities  which  we  cited,  the  error 
did  not  appear  to  us  to  be  material. 

Upon  the  argument  of  the  demurrer  now  before  us,  the  defendants  took 
only  the  three  exceptions,  which  were  specially  assigned  as  causes  of 
demurrer. 

The  first  is,  that  this  action  is  improperly  brought  in  the  Christian  and 
surname  of  the  governor-general ; for  that  by  law  it  can  only  be  maintained 
by  suing  in  the  quasi  corporate  name  of  the  governor  of  Canada,  omitting 
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the  individual  name  of  the  governor  in  whose  time  it  is  brought.  In 
giving  judgment  on  the  former  demurrer  in  this  action,  we  were  called 
upon  to  consider  the  same  exception,  urged  as  it  then  was,  not  on  special 
demurrer,  but  as  an  objection  in  substance,  that  must  be  fatal,  though  not 
specially  assigned.  In  the  opinion  given  by  me  at  the  time, I considered  that 
■ the  objection  did  not  hold,  and  observed,  that  Sir  Charles  Metcalfe  sued  as 
being  the  governor  for  the  time ; and  by  law  it  is  the  governor  for  the 
::  time  that  should  sue.  The  statute  and  the  bond  taken  together  shewed 
" sufficiently,  as  I thought,  the  right  of  action.  I proceeded  to  remark,  that 
it  would  have  been  more  correct  perhaps,  if  this  action  had  been  merely 
I in  the  official  name  of  the  governor,  saying  nothing  of  Sir  Charles  Metcalfe, 
#,but  that  we  could  not  say  that  the  declaration  was  bad  in  substance 
pbecause  the  name  of  the  actual  Governor  is  mentioned,  for  that  the  truth 
gseldom  or  never  vitiates  any  statement ; and  I added,  that  the  money  to 
/ be  recovered  on  the  bond  would,  in  my  opinion,  beheld  to  the  benefit  of 
the  person  entitled  to  put  the  bond  in  suit,  and  could  not  be  made  to 
|;form  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  Sir  Charles  Metcalfe.  How  far  my 
brothers  concurred  in  this  view  I do  not  now  remember,  but  we  are  now 
called  upon  to  determine,  whether  the  objection  which  was  then  in  vain 
. urged  upon  general  demurrer,  is  one  that  ought  to  be  sustained  when 
assigned  on  special  demurrer.  My  opinion  is,  that  we  ought  not  to 
give  effect  to  it.  The  statute  22  & 23  Car.  II.  ch.  10,  under  which 
administration  bonds  are  given  in  England,  has  been  closely  followed  by 
/’  the  legislature  in  framing  out  statute  33  Geo.  III.  cb.  8.  The  direction 
in  both  is,  that  the  bond  should  be  taken  in  the  name  of  the  officer ; that 
is,  the  name  of  the  ordinary  in  England,  and  in  the  name  of  the  governor 
in  this  province.  The  form  of  the  bond  is  given  in  neither  act,  but  the 
condition  is  given  in  both  ; and  ours  conforms  strictly  to  the  form  given 
in  the  English  Act. 

Whether  the  bond  in  England  is  given  in  all  cases  to  the  ordinary  for 
the  time  being,  naming  him  or  whether  in  general  it  is  taken  to  the 
ordinary  quasi  in  a corporate  capacity,  not  naming  the  ordinary  in  whose 
time  it  is  taken,  I^am  not  able  to  say ; though  I shall  presently  shew  that 
it  is  not  always  taken  omitting  the  name  of  the  individual.  In  this 
province,  I apprehend,  following  a form  supplied  from  some  quarter  at 
an  early  date,  the  bonds  have  generally,  if  not  invariably,  been  drawn 
as  this  has  been;  that  is,  to  the  governor  at  the  time,  naming  him  and 
describing  him  as  governor,  and  to  his  successors  in  the  office.  We  have 
already  stated  it  to  be  our  opinion,  that  the  bonds  so  taken  may  be 
upheld  under  the  statute  ; but  the  objection  is,  that  the  action  can  never- 
theless not  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  individual  who  was  governor  at 
the  time,  or  who  has  succeeded  to  the  office ; but  that  the  declaration  can 
only  properly  be  by  the  governor,  &c.,  omitting  his  individual  name.  In 
the  cases  of  The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  Eobertson,  (a)  and  The 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  Tappen,  (b)  the  declarations  seem  to  have 
been  so  framed ; but  we  have  not  there  what  professes  to  be  a copy  of 
the  pleadings,  the  substance  of  them  is  only  stated.  In  1 Lutwyche,  882, 
there  is  reported  a case  of  Brown  v.  The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  in 
Error,  and  as  the  question  arose  upon  the  pleadings,  the  record  is  set  out 


(a)  1 C.  & Meeson,  690 


(^)  8 B.  & C.  151. 
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at  length.  This  action  was  brought  in  31  Car.  II.,  in  the  same  reign  that 
the  statute  was  passed  directing  the  bond  to  be  taken,  and  it  is  clear,  that 
the  bond  in  that  case  was  taken  to  William,  by  the  grace  of  God,  lord  , 
archbishop  of  Canterbury,  and  not  generally  to  the  archbishop,  just  as  this  | 
bond  was  taken  to  Sir  J ohn  Colborne,  lieutenant-governor,  &c.  The  ; 
declaration  in  that  case  also  was  in  the  name  of  the  obligee,  the  same 
William, lord  archbishop  of  Canterbury,  just  as  here  it  is  in  the  name  of  the  | 
governor  who  sues,  and  as  in  that  case  the  archbishop  sues  in  his  indi-  il 
vidual  name,  adding  his  official  title  as  matter  of  description,  he  does  not  ! 
sue  expressly  as  archbishop.  And  this  mode  of  declaring  seems  to  be  gene-  ' 
rally  pursued  in  the  many  modern  cases  in  which  under  the  provision  of  acts  j 
of  parliament  some  certain  public  officer,  or  persons  filling  a particular  | 
situation  is  allowed  to  sue  as  representing  some  public  interest,  or  in  i 
behalf  of  a number  of  persons  having  a common  claim  to  the  money  ! 
sued  for.  Thus  in  Collins  et  al.  v.  Gwynne,  {a)  certain  commissioners  of  : 
taxes,  in  their  proper  names,  adding  their  official  designation  as  done  in  i 
this  case,  bring  an  action  against  a collector  of  taxes  under  a statute  |,i 
which  directs  that  collectors  shall  give  bonds  with  sureties  to  and  in  } 
the  names  of  any  two  or  more  of  the  commissioners.  So  in  Spiller  v.  | 
Johnson,  [h)  the  plaintiff  sues  under  the  statute  7 Geo  lY.  ch  46,  i 
which  says  that  the  action  may  be  in  the  name  of  any  one  of  the  |i 
public  officers  of  a joint  stock  bank ; and  the  declaration  is  framed  i 
as  this  is.  The  plaintiff  sues  in  his  proper  names,  adding  hi&  j 
official  designation.  In  Christie  v.  Peart,  (c)  the  plaintiff  sues,  calling  j 
himself  the  manager  of  the  Eastern  Bank  of  Scotland ; he  gives  i| 
his  name  and  description,  but  he  does  not  sue  as  manager.  In  all  these  ;• 
cases,  as  in  the  one  before  us,  the  statute  which  we  must  judically  notice,  j! 
shews  the  right  of  action  to  be  in  a public  capacity  ; and  I think  there  ji 
can  be  no  doubt,  that  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  plaintiff,  or  the  i 
succession  of  any  other  to  the  office  after  judgment,  the  successor,  and  | 
not  the  personal  representative  of  the  party,  could  revive  the  judgment  | 
in  his  favour  by  scire  facias.  j 

Although  the  name  of  the  officer  is  used,  we  must  see  on  the  whole  | 
record,  that  he  sues  in  his  official  capacity,  not  in  his  private ; and  this,  I | 
suppose  is  what  Lord  Mansfield  meant  when,  in  Mr.  Lofft’s  report  of  his  J 
judgment  in  The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  House,  (d)  he  is  made  to  i|i 
say,  “to  be  sure  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  and  his  ordinary,  are  in , j'l 
“ the  nature  of  officials  not  of  private  persons  and  afterwards,  “The  |! 
“ name  of  the  Archbishop  is  his  official  name,  not  the  name  of  the  person.” 
The  form  of  the  declaration  in  this  case  does  not  appear  in  this  report  H 
or  in  Cowper’s,  but  I should  expect  to  find  it  as  in  the  case  of  Lutwyche,  i ^ 
that  is,  giving  both  the  individual  name  and  the  official  name,  otherwise  k 
these  remarks  of  Lord  Mansfield  would  seem  uncalled  for.  They  seem  j ? 
intended  to  guard  us  against  looking  at  the  actions  on  the  bond,  as  if  the  jl 
archbishop  were  concerned  in  them  individually,  though  his  individual  If 
name  appeared.  In  Cowper’s  report  of  the  same  case.  Lord  Mansfield  is  j 
made  to  say,  “ His  name  is  used  officially  only.”  It  may  be  remarked  ' 
that  in  a recent  provincial  statute,  4 & 5 Yic.,  ch.  3,  sec  17,  in  a proviso  ji 


{a)  7 Bing.  423. 

{b)  6 M.  & W.  570 


{c)  7 M.  & W.  491. 
{d)  Lofft's  Rep,  626, 
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which  authorises  the  treasurer  of  a district  to  sue  his  predecessor,  or  any 
retiring  clerk  of  a division,  for  monies  in  his  hands ; it  is  enacted  that  he 
may  sue  in  his  proper  name  only,  or  by  his  name  and  description  of  office, 
which  latter  is  precisely  the  course  here ; and  this  enactment  shews  the 
sense  of  the  legislature  that  such  a form  of  proceeding  is  not  inexpe- 
dient or  improper. 

I referred  to  Fulwood’s  case,  (a)  Doctor  Atkins  v.  Gardner,(5)  and  the 
President  and  College  of  Physicians  v.  Talbois,  (c)  as  confirming  the  view 
which  we  have  taken  hitherto  and  now  take  of  this  action.  Fulwood’s 
case  meets  the  objection  that  a personal  chattel  cannot  be  taken  in  suc- 
I’  cession  by  a corporation  sole,  as  it  may  by  a corporation  aggregate,  and 
therefore  that  Sir  J.  Colborne,  or  his  representative,  if  he  were  no  longer 
!|living,  could  alone  sue  on  this  bond  taken  to  him,  and  not  the  succeeding 
governor.  The  language  and  evident  intention  of  our  statute  affords, 
certainly,  as  strong  ground  for  upholding  the  right  of  the  successor  here, 
as  the  custom  relied  upon  in  Fulwood’s  case  in  favour  of  the  Chamberlain 
of  London ; and  the  reasoning  of  the  court  in  that  ease  upon  the  incon- 
venience of  allowing  a bond  taken  to  a chamberlain  in  his  corporate 
capacity  to  be  put  in  suit  only  by  his  executors  or  administrators,  would 
apply  even  more  forcibly  in  the  case  of  these  bonds  taken  in  the  court  of 
probate. 

^ In  the  case  cited  from  Cro.  Jac.  159,  Doctor  Laughton  had  sued  as 
I President  of  the  College  of  Physicians  on  stat.  14-,  Hy.  VIII.,  ch.  5,  to 
recover  a penalty,  and  having  recovered  judgment  and  died  before  execu- 
tion, Doctor  Atkyns,  the  succeeding  president,  brought  scire  facias  on  the 
judgment.  It  was  demurred  to  because  his  executor  only,  it  was  con- 
tended, could  have  execution,  and  not  his  successor,  but  the  court,  without 
argument,  held  that  the  successor  might  well  maintain  the  action,  as  the 
suit  is  given  to  the  college  by  a statute  (as  here  it  is  given  to  the  govern- 
or), and  it  is  to  be  brought  by  the  president  for  the  time  being,  “and  he 
“having  recovered  in  right  of  the  corporation,  the  law  shall  transfer  that 
■“duty  to  the  successor  of  him  who  recovered  and  not  to  his  executor.” 
Now  as  the  action  in  that  case  was  evidently  brought  in  the  name  of 
Doctor  Laughton,  adding  his  name  of  office,  it  is  an  express  authority 
to  shew  that  the  action  here  is  not  ill  brought  by  Sir  C.  Metcalfe,  adding 
his  name  of  office,  and  that  the  bringing  it  thus  will  not  incur  the  incon- 
venience of  making  it  necessary  for  the  personal  representatives  in  such  a 
case  to  enforce  the  judgment,  merely  because  the  individual  name  of  the 
governor  is  used.  The  case  of  the  President  and  College  of  Physicians 
V.  Talbois  bears  upon  what  I have  said  on  the  former  occasion  and  at 
present,  that  the  action,  as  it  seemed  to  me,  might  be  sustained  if  brought 
either  way,  that  is,  by  the  governor,  naming  no  one,  or  as  in  this  case,  by 
Sir  Charles  Metcalfe,  describing  him  as  governor. 

The  next  ground  of  demurrer  is,  that  it  is  not  directly  averred  that 
after  administration  granted  any  goods,  monies,  &c.,  did  come  to  the 
hands  of  the  administratrix  to  be  administered.  This  was  also  urged 
against  the  declaration  as  it  first  stood,  but  it  was  not  specially  assigned 
as  cause  of  demurrer,  and  we  thought  that  it  was  sufficiently  stated  on 
the  record  that  goods  had  come  to  her  hands,  to  make  the  plaintiff’s 


(a)  4 Coke,  65.  (5)  Cro.  Jac.  159.  (c)  1 Ld.  Eaym.  153. 

22  u.  c.  Q.  B.  2 


338 


queen’s  bench,  MICHAELMAS  TERM,  9 VIC. 


pleadings  in  that  respect  sustainable  against  a general  demurrer.  We 
noticed  then  that  so  far  as  we  could  venture  to  rest  upon  the  short  state-  i| 
ment  of  the  pleadings  given  in  the  case  of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury 
V.  'Robertson(ct),they  seemed  to  support  the  pleading  against  that  objection; 
what  we  meant  by  that  was,  that  supposing  the  assignment  of  breach  in  | 
that  case  not  to  be  incorrectly  given,  the  averment  in  the  first  breach  1 
being  precisely  like  this,  it  seems  to  have  been  thought  sufficient  in  sub- 
stance. But  it  must  be  considered  that  that  case  was  before  the  court  ' 
upon  the  evidence  only,  on  the  single  defence  of  non  est  factum,  where  I 
no  question  of  form  could  be  raised.  ' And  as  in  the  third  breach,  there  ,1 
is  a direct  averment  such  as  the  defendants  contend  was  necessary  heie,  ; 
no  conclusive  opinion  can  safely  be  formed  upon  the  pleadings  as  they  are  i;  i 
there  stated.  I rather  incline  to  think  that  the  pleader  was  careful  to  ' 
make  the  direct  averment  in  both  breaches,  and  that  the  first  breach  in  il 
this  respect  is  not  accurately  given  as  it  stood  on  the  record,  which  is  j| 
not  improbable,  as  nothing  in  the  argument  could  turn  upon  it,  and  the  j| 
objection  that  the  pleading  was  argumentative  would  be  aided  by  verdict  ill 
or  on  general  demurrer.  In  the  cases  already  cited  from  1 Lutwyche,  882,  | 
and  8 B.  & C.  151,  the  averment  is  distinctly  made  that  after  administra-  ;l| 
tion  was  committed  to  the  defendant,  divers  goods  and  chattels  which  ij 
were  of  the  intestate  came  to  his  hands,  and  that  he  did  not  duly  admin- 
ister  them.  This  is  the  mode  of  pleading  in  all  cases  which  I have  seen,  i 
where  sureties  are  sued  on  account  of  the  defaults  of  persons  for  whom  i) 
they  have  given  security,  as  in  Collins  et  al  v.  Gwynne,  (b)  already  cited,  k 
In  Serra  et  al.  v.  Wright,  (c)  this  very  objection  was  taken,  and  the  court  n ^ 
held  the  declaration  bad  on  special  demurrer.  A few  words  inserted  in  j 
the  declaration  would  have  avoided  this  exception,  and  it  seems  strange  ,;! 
that  the  amended  declaration  should  not  have  been  made  free  from  all : 
cavil  on  this  point,  after  the  former  discussion  upon  it,  and  considering  r 
what  was  said  in  the  judgment  of  the  court.  i 

Upon  the  last  point,  I find  in  some  of  the  forms,  that  a time  is  stated  at  || 
which  or  within  which  the  goods  or  monies  were  received,  but  not  in  ail. 

It  is  safer  to  state  a time,  and  the  principles  of  pleading  seem  to  require  it.  j 
Upon  the  whole,  I am  of  opinion  that  the  first  cause  of  demurrer  is  not  t' 
entitled  to  prevail,  but  that  the  second  and  third  objections  assigned  arej 
good  on  special  demurrer. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Judgment  for  defendants.  ? 


Maulson,  Assignee  of 


Kissock,  a Bankrupt, 
Bank,  M.  D. 


V.  The  Commercial' 


Under  the  75th  clause  of  our  bankruptcy  act,  the  io8th  section  of  the  Britishj 
statute,  6 George  4,  ch.  16,  is  not  in  force  in  Upper  Canada. 

If  a seizure  be  made  under  execution  without  notice  of  a prior  act  of  bankrupt-i 
cy,  before  the  issuing  of  a commission  of  bankrupt,  the  sheriff  may  proceedl 
to  .sell  and  pay  over  the  proceeds  of  sale  to  the  execution  creditor,  though  thej 
commission  be  placed  in  his  hands  before  sale. 

When  a party  had  confessed  judgment  to  a banking  institution  before  the  pass-, 
ing  of  the  bankrupt  law,  with  the  understanding  that  the  judgment  would  not; 
be  enforced  so  long  as  he  continued  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  a certain  sutnjji 

(a)  1 C.  & Meeson,  690.  (h)  7 Biug.  423.  (c)  6 Taunt.  45.  f 


(h)  7 Bing.  423. 


(c)  6 Taunt.  45. 
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every  fortnight ; and  it  was  subsequently  agreed,  after  several  payments, 

' that  the  confession  of  judgment  should  stand  as  security  also  for  notes  to  be 
discounted  for  the  party,  and  proceedings  having  being  threatened  against  him  by 
W other  creditors,  the  bank  issued  execution  upon  the  judgment  and  sold ; Held 
that  the  assignee  of  the  bankrupt  on  a commission  issued  after  the  seizure,  but 
before  sale,  could  not  recover  the  proceeds  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  against  the  bank. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  assignee  of 
the  bankrupt.  Plea  general  issue.  After  issue  joined,  the  parties  agreed 
I to  place  themselves  upon  the  judgment  of  the  court,  upon  the  following 
facts:  One  James  Lockhart  being  indebted  to  the  President,  Directors  and 
Company  of  the  Commercial  Bank  of  the  Midland  District  in  a large  sum 
of  money,  and  being  pressed  by  the  said  Company  for  payment,  offered  to 
assign  to  them  as  collateral  sacurity  the  notes  of  hand  of  David  Kissock 
- the  bankrupt,  to  whose  estate  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  has  been  appoint- 
ed assignee.  The  President,  Directors  and  Company  of  the  said  Bank 
i agreed  to  accept  an  assignment  of  the  promissory  notes  of  the  said  Kis- 
sock, who  also  agreed  to  confess  judgment  in  their  favour  for  the  amount 
due  upon  the  said  securities,  which  was  5000^.,  and  thereupon  on  the  1st 
day  of  Pebruary,  1843,  executed  a cognovit  actionem  in  Her  Majesty’s 
court  of  Queen’s  Bench,  in  Upper  Canada,  in  favour  of  the  President, 
.^Directors  and  Company  of  the  Commercial  Bank  of  the  Midland  District, 
li^in  which  he  confessed  the  true  debt  due  from  him  to  the  said  institution 
i to  be  5000^.  The  cognovit  just  stated  was  payable  instanter,  but  it  was 
understood  between  the  said  Kissock  and  the  Commercial  Bank,  that  if 
Kissock  should  pay  the  notes  for  the  amount  of  which  the  cognovit  was 
given,  which  were  for  150Z.  each,  and  payable  every  fortnight,  that  the 
bank  would  not  issue  execution,  but  that  if  any  of  the  notes  were  unpaid 
when  due,  then  that  execution  should  at  once  issue  for  the  whole  amount. 
Judgment  was  entered  upon  this  confession  on  the  said  1st  day  B'ebrurary, 
1843,  but  no  further  steps  were  taken  until  the  month  of  March,  1844. 
At  that  time  several  of  the  notes  were  over-due  and  unpaid,  and  one  of 
the  creditors  of  the  bankrupt  pressing  for  his  debt,  and  threatening  legal 
proceedings,  the  Commercial  Bank  caused  execution  to  be  sued  out  upon 
their  judgment,  and  upon  the  15th  day  of  March  in  that  year,  a writ  of 
fieri  facias  was  sued  out  of  Her  Majesty’s  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  upon  the 
aforesaid  judgment,  which  was  endorsed  to  levy  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  said  Kissock  the  sum  of  2275/.,  and  the  writ  so  endorsed  was 
placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  of  the  Niagara  District,  who  seized 
; thereunder  all  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  bankrupt.  The  above  men- 
. tioned  sum  of  2275/.  was  all  that  there  remained  due  from  Kissock  to  the 
bank.  The  Sheriff  had  remained  in  possession  under  the  aforesaid  writ 
! of  fi.  fa.  up  to  the  1st  day  of  May  then  next,  at  which  time  some  compro- 
mise having  been  effected  between  Kissock  and  the  bank,  the  levy  under 
: . the  fieri  facias  was  abandoned,  and  the  bankrupt  restored  to  the  posess- 
: sion  of  his  effects,  upon  the  underetanding,  however,  that  Kissock’s  future 
dealings  in  the  way  c.f  his  trade  should  be  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  and  that 
the  Commercial  Bank  should  be  permitted  to  use  the  said  judgment,  not 
only  to  secure  the  debt  due  to  the  institution,  but  also  such  debts  as  the 
bankrupt  should  incur  with  the  customers  of  that  institution  in  Toronto, 
j under  the  aforesaid  arrangement,  provided  the  notes  given  by  Kissock  for 
; such  debts  should  happen  to  be  discounted  by  the  said  bank.  Subsequent 
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to  this  arrangement,  Kissock  made  various  payments  to  the  bank,  by 
which  the  balanc  of  22757.  upon  the  25th  day  of  January,  1845,  was 
reduced  to  15667.,  which  was  all  that  then  remained  due  from  the  bank- 
rupt to  the  said  institution  on  the  original  transactions  on  which  the  cog- 
novit was  given.  But  before  that  date  Kissock  had  contracted  several 
debts  to  various  persons  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  customers  of  the  Com- 
mercial Bank,  and  had  given  notes  to  then  in  payment  which  had  been 
discounted  at,  and  were  held  by,  the  Commercial  Bank.  Shortly  before 
the  time  just  alluded  to,  namely,  the  25th  day  of  January,  1845,  a con- 
siderable amount  of  Kissock’s  original  debt  being  then  due,  and  he  having 
written  to  the  cashier  of  the  bank  at  Toronto  that  he  could  not  immedi- 
ately pay  the  amount,  the  Commercial  Bank  apprehending  loss,  again  on 
the  day  last  mentioned  sued  out  of  Her  Majesty’s  court  of  Queen’s  Bench 
a writ  of  fieri  facias  upon  the  confession  of  judgment  before  mentioned. 
But  being  desirous  of  protecting  the  aforesaid  creditors  of  the  said  Kis- 
sock, resident  at  the  city  of  Toronto,  and  securing  the  amount  of  the 
notes  made  by  Kissock  as  aforesaid,  the  Commercial  Bank,  wit  h the  assent 
of  the  said  Kissock,  caused  the  said  writ  of  fieri  facias  to  be  endorsed, 
with  direction  to  the  sheriff  to  levy  the  sum  of  33757.,  sheriff’s  fees,  &c., 
instead  of  the  sum  of  15667.,  which  last  amount  was  all  that  was  really 
due  to  the  said  institution  on  the  original  transaction.  The  writ  of  fieri 
facias  so  indorsed  for  33757.  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  of  the 
Niagara  District,  and  that  officer  seized  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
bankrupt,  on.  the  said  25th  day  of  January,  1845,  for  the  said  sum  of 

33757.,  sheriff’s  fees,  &c. : and  after  the  said  seizure  and  before  the  issue 
of  the  said  commission,  the  said  Kissock  assented  to  the  said  endorsement, 
and  to  the  sheriff’s  seizure  of  his  goods,  for  the  said  sum  of  33757.,  which 
sum  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Kissock  were  insufficient  to  meet. 
But  before  any  sale  had  taken  place,  and  upon  the  19th  day  of  February, 
1845,  a commission  of  bankruptcy  was  duly  issued  against  the  said  Kis- 
sock, at  the  instance  and  upon  the  petition  of  Montreal  creditors,  not 
secured  by  the  said  writ,  under  which  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit  was  duly 
appointed  assignee,  which  said  commission  of  bankruptcy  and  appointment 
of  assignee  are  still  in  full  force  ; and  on  the  24th  day  of  February  the 
defendants  directed  the  sheriff  to  alter  the  endorsement  from  33757.  to 

15667.,  the  amount  due  on  the  original  transactions  to  various  part 
with  whom  Kissock  had  contracted  debts  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  and 
whose  notes  in  the  Commercial  Bank  made  up  the  additional  amount, 
having  determined  to  rank  as  creditors  on  the  Kissock  estate,  and  the 
sheriff  accordingly  proceeded  under  the  execution,  and  levied  and  made 
the  sum  of  15567.,  and  fees  and  costs,  and  no  more,  which  said  sum  has 
been  paid  to  the  defendants  under  the  aforesaid  writ.  The  facts  of  this 
case  are  submitted  to  the  court  in  the  same  manner  as  they  would  have 
been  submitted  to  a j ury ; and  the  court  are  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  any 
inference  from  the  said  facts  in  the  same  way  that  a jury  might  do.  And 
if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment , 
on  the  facts  stated,  then  the  judgment  shall  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  j 
for  the  amount  of  principal  and  interest  due  by  confession  or  otherwise, 
as  the  court  shall  direct ; but  if  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  j 
defendants  are  entitled  to  judgment,  then  that  judgment  of  non-suit  orj 
otherwise,  as  the  court  shall  direct,  shall  be  entered  for  the  defendants. 
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Blahe^  for  the  plaintiff. — The  principal  question  in  this  case  is  whether 
the  108th  section  of  the  English  bankrupt  act  6 Geo.  IV.,  ch.  16,  is  in 
force  in  Upper  Canada,  under  the  75th  clause  of  our  provincial  bankrupt 
act  7 Vic.,  ch.  10,  which  enacts  : “ That  in  all  questions  not  otherwise  pro- 
vided  for,  the  laws  of  Upper  Canada,  and  of  Lower  Canada,  respectively, 
“ shall  be  resorted  to  as  the  rule  of  decision  in  all  questions  respecting 
“ bankrupts,  as  the  said  laws  now  respectively  obtain  in  each  section  of  the 
“ province ; and  in  cases  unprovided  for  in  the  existing  laws  above  men- 
“ tioned,  then  resort  shall  be  had  to  the  laws  of  England  as  such  rule  of 
decision  in  that  part  of  this  province  heretofore  Upper  Canada,  and  that 
“ only.”  Now,  in  the  law  as  it  relates  to  Upper  Canada,  there  is  no 
provision  whatever  made  for  the  cases  of  judgment  by  confession  on 
warrants  of  attorney  and  by  default,  and  these  being  unprovided  for,  we 
must  look  to  the  English  bankrupt  laws  for  guidance  in  such  cases  ; ‘and 
we  find  in  the  108th  section,  6 Geo.  lY.,  ch.  16,  that  it  is  provided, 
‘‘That  no  creditor  having  security  for  his  debt,  &c.,  shall  receive  upon 
“ any  such  security,  &c.,  more  than  a rateable  part  of  such  debt,  except  in 
“ respect  of  any  execution  or  extract  served  and  levied  by  seizure  upon,  or 
“ any  mortgage  of  or  lien  upon  any  part  of  the  property  of  such  bankrupt 
“ before  the  bankruptcy  : Provided,  that  no  creditor,  though  for  a valuable 
“ consideration,  who  shall  sue  out  execution  upon  any  judgment  obtained 
“ by  defraud,  confession,  or  nil  dicit,  shall  avail  himself  of  such  execution 
' to  the  prejudice  of  other  prior  creditors,  but  shall  be  paid  rateably  with 
“ such  creditors.”  This  is  an  execution  upon  a confession  of  judgment, 
and  the  defendants  according  to  the  operation  of  that  section  in  England, 
would  share  only  rateably  with  the  other  creditors,  and  consequently 
would  be  liable  to  the  assignee  in  this  action  for  money  had  and  received ; 
and  this  effect  is  still  given  to  this  section  in  England,  notwithstanding 
the  later  statute  there,  2 & 3 Vic.,  ch.  29,  which  at  first  sight  would  seem 
to  make  a different  provision. — Whitmore  v.  Eobertson  (a.),  Skey  v. 
Carter  (6.)  Then,  is  there  any  analagous  provision  in  our  statute,  or  is  this 
not  rather  a question  unprovided  for]  That  it  is  so  can  hardly  be  denied, 
and,  consequently,  by  the  effect  of  the  English  statute  the  defendants  are 
not  entitled  to  retain  the  money  paid  on  the  execution.  It  may  be  still 
a question,  notwithstanding  the  case  of  Hales  v.  Tracy  (c.)  in  this  court, 
whether  the  goods  must  not  be  sold  as  well  as  seized  under  the  execution 
to  avoid  the  effect  of  a commission  of  bankruptcy,  the  words  in  the 
statute  are  “ executed  and  levied,”  and  they  would  certainly  seem  to 
import  that  the  seizure  must  be  completed  by  sale.  Then  the  agreement 
in  May,  1844,  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  its  subsequent  carrying  into 
effect  by  the  seizure  in  January,  1845,  deprived  the  defendants  of  the 
priority  which  their  execution  might  otherwise  have  given  them;  and 
this  though  the  agreement  was  more  than  four  months  before  the  com- 
mission of  bankruptcy  issued.  The  act  of  the  bankrupt  also  was  a procuring 
of  his  goods  to  be  taken  in  execution  within  the  meaning  of  the  second 
clause  of  the  bankrupt  act,  and  for  that  reason  also,  the  defendants  are 
not  entitled  to  the  monies  received  upon  the  writ  of  execution. 

J.  Hilly ard  Cameron  for  the  defendants. — The  plaintiff  contends  that 
he  is  entitled  to  recover  on  three  grounds,  the  decision  of  any  one  of 
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which  in  his  favour  must  decide  the  case  against  the  defendants.  These 
grounds  aie,  first,  that  the  seizure  by  the  sheriff  should  have  been  per- 
fected by  sale  before  the  commission  to  bar  the  right  of  the  assignees  ; 
secondly,  that  the  execution  on  the  confession  of  judgment  is  void  by  the 
operation  of  the  108th  section  of  6 Geo.  IV.,  ch.  16  ; and  thirdly,  that  the 
taking  the  goods  in  execution  under  the  circumstances  was  by  a fraudu- 
lent procuring  of  the  bankrupt  with  the  knowledge  of  the  defendants,  and 
as  such  was  in  itself  an  act  of  bankruptcy  which  could  confer  no  title  to 
the  money  levied  against  the  assignee.  Upon  the  first  ground,  the  case 
of  Hales  v.  Tracey  (a.)  in  this  court  is  expressly  in  point.  There  the 
court  decided  that  an  execution  was  executed  so  as  to  give  priority  to  the 
execution  creditor  by  the  levy  under  it  before  the  commission  issued, 
although  there  had  at  that  time  been  no  sale  under  the  writ ; and  as  that 
is  so  recent  a decision  it  can  hardly  with  any  propriety  be  called  in  ques- 
tion, even  if  there  were  no  express  authority  in  its  favour ; which  how- 
ever, there  is,  under  the  old  English  bankrupt  law,  which  contained  a 
provision  precisely  similar  to  that  contained  in  our  act.  The  second 
ground  is  one  of  very  great  importance,  as,  if  it  can  be  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff,  it  must  do  away  with  confessions  of  judgments  in  a great  many 
cases.  It  is  contended  that  the  108th  section  of  the  6 Geo.  IV.,  ch.  16, 
is  in  force  in  this  province,  under  the  75th  clause  of  our  bankrupt  law, 
which  directs  that  in  all  questions  not  provided  for  by  the  laws  of  Upper 
Canada,  &c.,  relating  to  bankrupts,  resort  shall  be  had  to  the  laws  of 
England  as  the  rule  of  decision  j and  the  effect  of  this  confession  of  judg- 
ment is  endeavoured  to  be  got  rid  of  by  destroying  the  exclusive  operation 
of  the  execution,  according  to  the  proviso  in  the  108th  section.  But  can 
it  be  said  that  this  is  a case  unprovdied  for  by  the  act  ? Numerous 
authorities  shew  that  under  6 Geo.  IV.,  ch.  16,  when  the  plaintiff  was  a 
creditor  of  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  he  obtained 
no  priority  by  his  writ  of  execution  on  a judgment  by  confession,  until 
it  was  perfected  by  sale,  and  a commission  of  bankruptcy  issuing  between 
the  seizure  and  sale,  would  vest  the  title  to  the  proceeds  of  sale  in  the 
assignees  ; but  under  our  statute  it  has  been  decided  that  the  seizure  in 
execution  bars  the  assignees  by  the  express  terms  of  the  act ; and  that 
construction  is  not  confined  to  any  particular  kind  of  judgments,  nor  is 
any  distinction  drawn  between  a judgment  on  verdict  and  a judgment  by 
confession  or  default ; but  the  same  effect  is  given  to  every  execution, 
no  matter  upon  what  judgment  it  may  have  been  issued.  It  may  be  diffi- 
cult to  determine  to  what  cases  the  provision  contained  in  the  75th  clause 
of  our  bankrupt  act  would  apply  ; but  it  can  never  have  been  intended  by 
the  legislature  to  apply  to  a case  like  the  present,  because  this  cannot  be 
considered  as  an  unprovided  case,  or  one  upon  which  the  legislature  have 
expressed  no  opinion,  or  given  no  direction.  It  can  hardly  be  contended 
that  every  clause  of  the  English  statute  relating  to  bankruptcy  is  to  be 
enforced  here,  if  there  be  no  express  clause  in  our  statute  embracing  the 
same  point ; but  even  if  that  could  be  contended  for  successfully,  it  can 
never  be  extended  so  far  as  that  the  court  should  hold  that  when  the 
legislature  have  made  a provision  that  will  apply  to  the  case,  that  because 
that  provision  does  not  go  so  far  as  the  provision  on  the  same  subject  in 


(a.)  1 Cameron,  541. 


I MAULSON,  ASSIGNEE  V.  COMMERCIAL  BANK.  343 

j 

: the  English  statutes,  therefore  the  addition  is  to  be  engrafted  on  our 
’ statute,  and  to  become  a substantive  part  of  our  law;  and  unless  the 
’ courts  can  so  hold,  the  plaintiff  cannot  prevail  upon  his  second  ground  of 
objection.  On  the  third  ground,  the  question  resolves  itself  into  this  : 
did  the  bankrupt  commit  an  act  of  bankruptcy  of  which  the  defendants 
had  notice  bef  .re  the  seizure  under  their  writi  for  if  he  did  not,  the 
I confession  of  judgment  must  stand.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind,  that  when 
j this  confession  of  judgment  was  given  and  judgment  entered  upon  it,  there 
i was  not,  nor  had  there  ever  been  a bankrupt  law  in  Upper  Canada  ; and 
1 therefore  no  question  as  to  the  bankrupt  law  could  have  arisen  on  the 
I inception  of  this  confession,  nor  at  any  time  afterwards  until  the  seizure 
fin  March,  1844,  and  the  agreement  in  the  following  May,  If  either  that 
I seizure  or  agreement  could  be  treated  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  then  to 
i have  made  it  available  it  should  have  been  pursued  according  to  the 
I statute,  within  four  months ; but  it  was  not,  and  nearly  nine  months 
I elapsed  before  the  second  seizure.  There  could  therefore  be  no  prior 
f act  of  bankruptcy  arising  out  of  those  earlier  proceedings  to  affect  the 
] seizure  in  January,  1845,  unless  that  seizure  could  be  made  to  refer  back 
I to  the  agreement  in  May,  and  thus  the  bankruptcy,  and  the  knowledge 
of  it  by  the  defendants,  arise  by  relation ; but  that  could  clearly  not  be 
so,  and  there  is  no  point  for  the  plaintiff  to  rest  upon,  unless  he  can 
establish  a procuring  of  the  bankrupt’s  goods  to  be  taken  in  execution  in 
I the  terms  of  the  second  clause  of  the  statute  ; but  the  facts  stated  in  the 
case  negative  any  such  supposition  ; the  bankrupt  merely  gives  the  defen- 
i<3ants  notice  that  he  is  pressed  for  money,  and  they  immediately  proceed 
!.to  enforce  their  judgment ; that  certainly  cannot  be  looked  upon  as  an  act 
of  thS  bankrupt  done  with  a view  to  have  his  goods  taken  in  execution, 
I but  should  rather  be  considered  as  an  attempt  on  his  part  to  obtain  some 
f leniency  from  the  particular  creditor,  in  whose  power  it  was  immediately 
|to  proceed  against  him.  The  counsel  for  the  defendants  cited  Whitmore 
4v.  Eobertson,  (a)  Beekman,  Assignee  v.  Workman  et  al,  (b)  Gore  v. 
iLloyd,  (c)  Parker  v.  Eamsbottom,  (d)  Morgan  v.  Brundrett,  (e)  Atkinson 
iv.  Brindall,  (/)  Eden  on  Bankruptcy,  (g). 

I Eobinson,  C.  j. — Upon  the  case  stated,  I am  of  opinion  that  the 
jplaintiff  has  no  right  to  recover.  The  arrangement  made  between  the 
^ Ibank  and  Kissock  in  February,  1843,  was  a reasonable  and  just  one, 
icontemplating  only  the  payment  of  a bona  fide  debt.  There  can  be  no 
I imputation  of  an  intention  to  contravene  the  bankrupt  laws  connected 
iwith  that  transaction,  for  we  had  then  no  system  of  bankrupt  laws  in  the 
'province.  The  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  bank  not  to  enforce  exe'cu- 
jtion,  so  long  as  the  debtor  should  be  punctual  in  paying  off  the  judgment, 
|at  the  rate  of  150Z.  every  fortnight,  implied  no  fraudulent  collusion  with 
jthe  debtor,  to  shelter  him  from  other  creditors  ; and  it  is  not  shown  that 
they  knew  that  he  was  then  indebted  to  others,  nor  indeed  is  it  shewn 
that  he  was  so  indebted.  Then,  on  the  15th  November,  1844,  when 
they  found  that  he  was  in  arrear  with  his  payments,  they  only  acted 
honestly  upon  their  previous  bona  fide  agreement  in  taking  out  execution 


(a)  8 M.  & W.  463.  (b)  1 Cameron,  531.  (c)  12  M.  & W.  463. 
(d)  3 B.  & C.  257.  (e)  5 B.  & Ad.  289.  (/)  2 Bing  N.  C.  225. 

(g)  34-35. 
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for  the  debt  due  them.  Our  bankrupt  act  had  then  been  passed,  but  it 
need  hardly  be  said  that  there  is  nothing  in  that  to  restrain  a creditor 
from  enforcing  the  execution  of  a bona  fide  judgment,  and  especially  a 
judgment  confessed  and  entered  before  any  such  law  was  in  existence, 
whatever  the  debtor’s  situation  might  be  in  regard  to  other  creditors. 
Nor  can  it,  as  I think,  make  any  difference  that  the  judgment  was  obtain- 
ed by  confession.  If  all  the  provisions  which  are  to  be  found  in  the  , 
British  bankrupt  acts  respecting  j udgments  or  warrants  of  attorney  and  i 
confessions  could  be  considered  as  in  force  here  under  the  75th  clause  of  | 
our  act,  we  might  feel  a difficulty  in  applying  them  to  such  judgments  as  ' 
had  been  entered  before  our  statute  passed,  and  which  could  not  possibly 
be  held  invalid,  by  ascribing  to  the  parties  an  intention  to  give  a preference 
in  fraud  of  the  bankrupt  laws,  at  a time  when  there  were  no  bankrupt  i 
laws  in  this  country.  The  operation  which  is  to  be  given  to  the  82nd  : 
& 108th  clauses  of  the  British  bankrupt  act  6 Geo.  IV.  ch.  16.,  and  to  i 
the  2nd  & 3rd  Vic.  ch.  29,  seems  to  be  settled  not  without  difficulty  in 
the  case  of  Whitmore  and  others  v.  Eobertson,  (a)  and  Skey  v.  Carter,  (h)  i 
in  which  the  same  point  was  decided  in  error,  in  the  exchequer  chamber,  I 
the  construction  adopted  being  this  : that  the  statute  2nd  and  3rd  Vic  , ; 
ch.  29,  renders  valid  such  executions  only  as  before  that  statute  would  | 
have  been  invalid  by  reason  of  a previous  act  of  bankruptcy,  bilt  not  such  | 
as  are  invalid  of  themselves,  and  that  it  does  not  repeal  the  6 Geo.  IV.,  I 
ch.  16,  sec.  108.  Therefore,  when  judgment  had  been  signed  on  a cog-  || 
novit given  by  a party  who  had  previously  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  | 
but  not  by  way  of  fraudulent  preference,  and  the  execution  was  executed 
by  seizure  only,  and  not  completed  by  sale  of  the  effects  before  the  date  ii 
of  the  fiat  j it  was  held  that  the  transaction  was  not  protected  against  the  I 
assignees  by  the  2nd  and  3rd  Vic.,  ch.  29.  If  the  same  provisions  were  in  | 
force  here  we  should  no  doubt  hold  ourselves  bound  by  that  construction,  i 
though  it  is  not  at  first  sight  the  most  obvious.  And  I take  it  that  in  '| 
such  cases  coming  under  the  latter  part  of  the  108th  clause  of  6 Geo.  IV, 
ch.  16,  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  shew  any  act  of  bankruptcy  com-  j 
ihitted  before  the  giving  of  the  cognovit.  The  intention  of  that  provision  I 
is,  that  persons  having  obtained  judgment  in  any  other  way  than  after  a I 
verdict  or  on  demurrer,  shall  gain  no  advantage  over  the  other  creditors  1 
of  a person  subsequently  becoming  bankrupt,  but  shall  share  rateably  with  | 
them;  but  by  1 Wm.  IV.,  ch.  7,  this  construction  was  confined  to  con-  | 
fessions  given  without  any  suit  having  been  instituted,  which  I take  it,  was  || 
the  case  here.  [There  can  be  no  doubt  that  in  the  absence  of  any  such  | 
special  provision  in  regard  to  judgments  by  confession,  there  is  nothing  if 
in  the  fact  of  taking  the  cognivit  in  this  case  that  can  disable  the  plain-  :rt 
tiffs  from  enforcing  the  judgment  which  has  been  entered  upon  it.  It  is  J 
admitted  in  the  case  that  it  was  given  for  a debt  actually  due.  It  cannot  be  '!?• 
said  that  it  was  given  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy  committed,  or  in  contem-  | 
plation  of  bankruptcy,  for  bankruptcy  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  term  was  fi 
then  unknown  in  Upper  Canada.  Judgment  was  entered  upon  this  cognovit  U 
the  day  on  which  it  was  given,  viz : 1st  February,  1843  ; the  bankrupt  act  ^ 
was  passed  on  the  9th  Decemlier  following;  on  the  15th  day  of  March,  J.- 
1844,  a writ  of  fi.fa.  was  sued  out  upon  this  judgment,  endorsed  to  levy  the  i ' 


(a)  1 Dowi.  N.  S.  135. 


(b)  5 Scott  N.  R.  879. 


I MAULSON,  ASSIGNEE,  V.  COMMERCIAL  BANK.  345 

I ■ debt  at  that  time  due, and  upon  this  writ  the  sheriff  seized  the  debtor's  goods, 
but  upon  the  compromise  stated  in  the  case  they  were  given  up  again  in 
May,  1844,  and  the  levy  abandoned.  Then  on  the  25th  January,  1845, 
Kissock,  the  debtor,  having  written  to  the  plaintiffs  that  he  could  not  at 
I that  time  pay  the  amount  due  to  them,  the  Commercial  Bank  aprehend- 
ing  the  loss  of  their  debt,  took  out  another  fi.  fa.  upon  the  judgment,  and 
the  sheriff  on  the  same  day  seized  the  goods.  On  the  19  th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1845,  a commission  of  bankruptcy  issued  against  the  debtor,  Kis- 
sock, and  on  the  24th  February,  a few  days  afterwards,  the  plaintiffs  sold 
the  goods.  Kow  setting,  for  the  present,  out  of  view,  the  arrangement 
stated  in  the  case  respecting  the  covering  by  the  judgment,  the  amount  of 
future  discounts  obtained  from  the  bank  on  account  of  Kissock  or  those 
dealing  with  him,  and  supposing  there  had  been  no  attempt  or  intention 
from  the  first  to  make  use  of  the  cognovit  for  any  purpose  unconnected 
with  the  debt  for  which  it  was  taken,  what  is  there  in  our  bankruptcy  act 
to  interfere  with  the  bank  enforcing  execution  upon  their  judgment  ? 
Certainly,  there  is  nothing  expressly  bearing  upon  the  subject,  except  the 
37th  clause,  which  provides  that  “all  executions  against  the  goods,  &c., 
s “of  any  bankrupt  bona  fide  executed  and  levied  before  the  date  of  the 
commission  shall  be  valid,  notwithstanding  any  act  of  bankruptcy  by 
if  “ him  committed,  provided  the  person  at  whose  suit  or  on  whose  account 

S“  such  execution  issued  had  not  at  the  time  of  levying  such  execution 
“ notice  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy  before  then  committed  by  such  bank- 
H.  “ rupt.”  In  Hales  v.  Tracy,  in  this  court,  {a)  it  was  determined  that 
? under  this  clause,  the  having  levied  before  the  commission  issued,  pre- 
I vented  the  title  of  the  assignees  accruing,  though  the  goods  might  not  be 
't  sold  till  afterwards,  provided  the  plaintiff,  before  the  levy,  had  no  notice 
of  any  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  clause  was  doubtless  transcribed  from 
, , the  first  clause  of  the  imperial  statute  2nd  & 3rd  Vic.  ch,  29,  so  far  as 
li  the  legislature  thought  fit  to  follow  it,  though  not  very  accurately  trans- 
cribed  ; for  instead  of  “executed  or  levied,”  it  has  the  words  “executed 
■ and  levied but  this  variation,  which  was  probably  accidental,  does  not 
seem  to  us  to  give  a different  effect  to  the  clause.  “Executed  and  levied” 
is  not  a very  sensible  mode  of  expression,  for  it  makes  the  levying  an  act 
{.r  in  addition  to  the  executing  of  the  writ,  which  it  would  not  be  if  “execu- 
P ted’’  meant  fully  executed^  that  is  the  final  completion  of  the  execution. 
But  in  law,  the  execution  of  a fi,  fa.  is  regarded  as  an  entire  act,  and 
when  the  execution  of  it  has  begun,  the  writ  is  said  to  be  executed. 
I;  The  levying  clearly  means  the  seizing  under  the  writ,  it  does  not  neces- 
I sarily  include  the  sale ; and  when  towards  the  end  of  this  clause  the 
legislature  speaks  only  of  the  “levying”  the  execution  and  drops  the  word 
I"'  “executed,”  they  shew  their  intention  to  be  that  when  the  plaintiff  had 
^ made  his  execution  attach  upon  the  goods  by  levying,  and  without  notice 
/ of  any  act  of  bankruptcy,  he  should  be  secured  in  the  fruits  of  it  against 
the  retrospective  effect  of  the  bankrupt  laws. 

V But  in  this  case  the  plaintiffs  had  levied  before  the  date  of  the  commis- 
i sion,  even  regarding  the  first  levy  as  out  of  the  question,  and  admitting 
!-  , that  they  can  only  rely  on  the  second  levy  made  on  25th  January,  1845. 

; The  only  question  under  the  37  th  clause  therefore  is,  whether  they 
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can  be  said  to  have  had  notice  then  (on  25th  of  January,  1845)  of  any 
prior  act  of  bankruptcy.  No  such  act  of  bankruptcy  is  stated  in  the  case, 
and  they  therefore  could  have  had  notice  of  none  ; unless  the  transaction 
between  Kissock  and  the  plaintiff  in  May,  1844,  was  in  itself  an  act  of 
bankruptcy.  This  it  could  not  have  been,  unless  it  came  within  the  2nd 
clause  of  our  bankrupt  act,  and  came  strictly  within  it,  for  we  cannot 
superadd  by  construction  any  new  acts  of  bankruptcy.  If  it  can  be  said 
that  Kissock  had  before  the  25th  January,  1845,  willingly  or  fraudu- 
lently procured  his  goods  or  chattels  to  be  taken  in  execution,  and  that 
these  defendants  knew  it,  that  would  bring  the  case  under  the  exception. 
None  of  the  other  acts  of  bankruptcy  described  in  the  2nd  clause  can 
possibly  apply  to  this  case  ; there  was  certainly  no  willingly  or  fraudu- 
lently procuring  his  goods  to  be  taken  in  execution  on  the  occasion  of  the 
first  levy,  in  March,  1844 ; the  facts  stated  at  least  shew  no  ground  for 
such  an  inference.  Then  as  to  the  agreement  in  May,  1844,  that  consti- 
tuted no  act  of  bankruptcy  within  the  2nd  clause,  and  looking  at  it  with* 
reference  to  the  1 9th  clause,  if  we  could  say  on  the  facts  before  us,  that 
it  was  made  in  contemplation  or  bankruptcy,  which  I think  we  can  not, 
still  we  cannot  determine  that  this  was  done  in  order  to  give  a voluntary 
preference  to  the  bank  on  the  discounting  of  the  debtor’s  commercial 
paper,  because  at  the  time  the  conditions  were  assented  to,  Kissock  was 
in  the  power  and  at  the  mercy  of  the  bank,  who  held  his  goods  in  execu- 
tion, and  who  would  only  agree  to  suspend  proceedings  upon  those  terms. 
It  is  not  shewn  that  the  proposition  for  this  arrangement  came  from 
Kissock,  or  in  the  language  of  the  court  in  several  late  cases,  that  the 
initiative  was  with  him  ; nor  is  it  shewn  that  he  was  at  the  time  insolvent, 
or  contemplated  bankruptcy,  or  had  any  reason  to  suppose  it  inevitable. 
It  was  moreover,  for  all  that  appears,  an  agreement  bona  fide  entered  into 
so  far  as  the  bank  was  concerned,  more  than  thirty  days  before  the  date 
of  the  commission,  which  brings  it  within  the  exception  in  the  19th 
clause  j and  the  plaintiffs  in  the  fi.  fa.  cannot  have  lost  the  benefit  of  that 
exception  by  any  notice  which  they  were  shewn  to  have  had  of  any  act 
of  bankruptcy  prior  to  that  date,  for  no  such  act  of  bankruptcy  appears. 

It  would  be  decidedly  going  against  the  current  of  authorities  to  hold 
the  agreement  made  in  May,  1844,  that  the  judgment  which  had  been 
entered  should  be  used  for  securing  other  debts,  void  under  the  19th 
section,  as  being  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy  ; and  if  it  were,  still  the 
only  consequence  would-be,  that  being  void  the  judgment  could  not  be 
enforced  for  the  benefit  of  such  creditors.  It  has  not  been  enforced  for 
their  benefit,  as  the  case  shews ; for  the  money  which  the  assignees  are 
seeking  to  recover  in  this  action,  is  the  proceeds  of  so  much  of  the  goods 
only  as  were  necessarily  sold  to  satisfy  the  balance  due  to  the  bank,  of  the 
particular  debt  for  which  the  cognovit  was  given.  The  parties  themselves 
had  put  an  end  to  that  arrangement,  and  had  voluntarily  placed  matters 
on  the  same  footing  which  the  19th  clause  would  have  placed  them  upon, 
if  strained  to  its  utmost  extent. 

As  to  that  part  of  the  argument  which  referred  to  the  108th  clause  of 
the  6 Geo.  IV.  ch.  16,  the  provision  there  made  is,  “That  no  creditor 
“ who  shall  sue  out  execution  upon  any  judgment  obtained  by  confession, 
“ shall  avail  himself  of  such  execution  to  the  prejudice  of  other  fair 
^‘creditors,  but  shall  be  paid  rateably  with  such  creditors and  this  is 
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held  in  England  to  be  a still  subsisting  provision,  notwithstanding  any- 
thing contained  in  the  2nd  and  3rd  Victoria,  ch.  29.  I understood  it  to 
be  contended  in  the  argument  of  this  case,  that  although  our  statute  is 
wholly  silent  on  the  subject  of  judgments  by  confession  or  by  default  or 
on  warrants  of  attorney,  yet  that  we  have  this  part  of  the  English  system 
in  force  here,  by  virtue  of  the  75th  clause  of  our  act,  which  enacts, 
“That  in  all  questions  not  otherwise  provided  for,  the  laws  of  Upper 
“Canada  shall  be  resorted  to  as  the  rule  of  decision  in  all  questions 
“respecting  bankrupts,  and  that  in  cases  unprovided  for  in  the  existing 
“laws,  resort  shall  be  had  to  the  laws  of  England  as  such  rule  of  decision 
“in  that  part  of  Canada  which  was  formerly  Upper  Canada.”  If  under 
this  enactment  the  provision  in  question  is  to  be  considered  as  imported 
into  our  bankrupt  laws,  then  I suppose  it  would  follow  that  the  assignee 
should  recover  in  this  action,  in  order  that  the  money  which  the  defen- 
dants never  should  have  received  under  the  execution,  may  get  into  his 
hands  and  be  distributed  by  him  rateably  among  the  creditors.  But  I 
do  not  consider  that  this  provision  contained  in  the  1 08th  clause  of  the 
English  act  6 Geo.  IV.  ch.  16,  is  in  force  in  Upper  Canada.  I should  in 
the  first  place  have  doubts,  as  I have  already  intimated,  whether  we  could 
properly  give  to  such  an  enactment  a retrospective  effect,  by  applying  it 
to  judgments  entered  before  our  statute  was  passed.  In  England  the 
effect  of  the  language  used  is  to  make  it  retrospective,  and  it  has  been  so 
adjudged,  but  there  they  had  a bankruptcy  system  in  force  for  genera- 
tions before  the  6 Geo.  IV.  ch.  16  was  passed;  and  it  might  be  no 
strained  inference  for  the  legislature  to  assume  that  it  was  with  reference 
to  that  system,  and  in  order  to  prevent  or  interrupt  its  operation  in 
compelling  a fair  distribution  among  all  creditors  of  a bankrupt  that 
confessions  were  in  general  or  often  taken  ; but  here,  except  with  regard 
to  absGonling  debtors,  that  rateable  distribution  was  a point  at  which  the 
creditors  had  no  means  of  arriving.  And  it  would  be  a strong  measure 
for  the  legislature  to  take,  to  deal  in  this  way  with  a judgment  which  had 
been  entered  up  before  any  bankrupt  law  had  ever  been  introduced  into 
Canada.  But  without  expressing  an  opinion  that  we  must  not  allow  this 
provision  to  apply  retrospectively,  in  case  we  should  think  it  to  be  in 
force  here  under  the  terms  used  in  the  75th  clause  of  our  act,  I take  it 
to  be  clear,  that  the  provision  of  the  108th  clause  of  the  6 Geo.  IV.  ch. 
16,  respecting  judgments  obtained  by  confession,  is  not  in  force  here.  It 
may  not  be  easy  to  discover  a line  which  shall  mark  satisfactorily  the 
i extent  evidently  intended  to  be  given  to  the  operation  of  the  75th  clause 
[of  our  statute,  giving  us  the  law  of  England  in  matters  of  bankruptcy  as 
our  rule  of  decision  in  unprovided  cases ; but  it  can  never  in  my  opinion 
have  been  meant  to  apply  as  the  plaintiff  here  would  apply  it.  Whoever 
framed  the  provincial  act,  must  have  had  immediately  under  his  eye  the 
English  act  of  2nd  & 3rd  Vic.  ch.  29,  because  the  37th  clause  is  almost 
! literally  transcribed  from  it ; and  we  must  suppose  that  the  legislature, 
in  passing  it,  had  reference  to  the  source  whence  it  was  derived ; but  that 
[clause  stops  short  of  the  exception  respecting  j udgments  and  warrants  of 
[attorney  or  cognovits  contained  in  the  very  clause  from  whence  it  was 
jcopied.  It  would  seem  unreasonable  to  suppose  then  that  the  absence  of 
'any  provision  in  our  statute  respecting  judgments  obtained  upon  confes- 
fsion  was  accidental.  It  could  not  have  escaped  attention  that  the 
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British  statute  had  made  special  provision  respecting  them  ; and  the  ' 
omission  to  introduce  them  as  well  as  other  special  and  substantive 
enactments  upon  particular  subjects  could  not  have  T)een  otherwise  than 
an  intended  omission.  Though  several  more  recent  statutes  have  been 
passed  in  England,  chiefly  for  establishing  and  regulating  more  convenient 
and  satisfactory  tribunals  for  administering  the  law  in  cases  of  bankruptcy, 
yet  the  foundation  and  leading  principles  and  provisions  of  the  system  are  j 
still  to  he  looked  for  in  the  6 Geo.  IV.  ch.  16,  which  repealed  the  former  i 
statutes,  and  we  cannot  suppose  that  its  enactments  were  not  delib- 
erately examined  and  considered  with  a view  to  adopting  such  as  might 
be  approved  of  and  thought  suitable,  and  rejecting  the  rest.  But  if  every 
special  provision  which  was  r^ected  in  this  and  the  other  British  statutes,  J 
and  upon  the  subject  of  which  our  statute  is  silent,  were  to  come  in  under  i? 
the  75th  clause,  then  the  legislature  will  have  exercised  their  judgment 
and  discrimination  in  vain ; and  we  must  suppose  that  all  that  was  not 
inserted  was  left  out  merely  to  save  the  trouble  of  transcribing  it,  and  with 
the  intention  that  it  should  come  in  nevertheless  under  the  clause  I 
referred  to.  The  words  of  the  clause  are  that  *‘in  all  questions  not 
‘^otherwise  provided  for,  the  laws  of  Tipper  Canada  shall  be  resorted  to 
“as  the  rule  of  decision^’  Now  the  legislature  must  have  known  when 
they  were  passing  this  act,  that  we  never  had  any  bankrupt  system  what- 
ever in  Upper  Canada,  and  consequently  they  could  not  have  meant  to 
say,  that  we  were  to  look  there  for  any  specific  and  positive  enactments 
on  the  subject  of  bankruptcy;  they  meant  merely,  that  in  construing  and 
applying  the  statute  which  they  were  passing,  whatever  difficulties  and 
doubts  its  provisions  might  give  rise  to,  should  bo  resolved  upon  the  legal 
principles  which  prevailed  in  both  parts  of  the  province  respectively  in  the 
general  administration  of  the  law ; but  as  the  total  want  of  a bankrupt 
system  in  Upper  Canada  might  have  prevented  questions  arising  there 
calling  for  the  application  of  such  principles  and  doctrines,  and  therefore 
might  often  leave  us  without  a guide,  we  were  referred  in  those  unpro- 
vided cases  to  the  laws  of  Englaijd  ^‘as  the  rule  of  decision”  in  all  ques- 
tions, &c.  Now  it  could  never  be  a “question”  under  our  statute, 
whether  judgments  by  confession  were  not  upon  the  same  footing  in  regard  . 
to  executions  as  other  judgments,  for  unquestionably  they  must  be,  until 
there  is  some  positive  enactment  made  to  the  contrary,  and  there  is  no  such 
enactment  binding  upon  us.  If  we  were  to  accede  to  the  argument  of  the 
plaintiff,  we  should  have  to  look  upon  every  clause  in  all  the  English  bank- 
rupt acts  that  could  possibly  be  carried  into  effect  here  as  being  in  force, 
unless  we  saw  in  our  own  act  some  clear  evidence  that  they  were  meant 
to  be  excluded.  There  would  be  great  difficulty,  I think,  in  numerous 
cases,  in  determining  upon  such  a construction  what  parts  of  the  many 
British  statutes  stood  so  wholly  independent  of  anything  contained  in 
our  act,  that  they  could  be  added  to  it  as  an  imported  “rule  of  decision” 
in  an  unprovided  case.  There  may  also,  I am  very  sensible,  be  difficulty  | 
on  the  other  side,  in  determining  that  under  the  75th  clause  we  are  to 
take  in  nothing  as  a rule  of  decision,  which  forms  merely  a specific  sub- 
stantive enactment  in  a statute  on  a subject  on  which  our  act  is  silent; 
and  greater  difficulty  still,  (if  we  admit  anything  of  that  description)  in 
deciding  what  can  be  adopted  and  what  rejected.  Eor  instance,  as  imme- 
diately connected  with  this  subject  of  judgments  on  warrants  of  attorney,  I 
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there  is  in  the  British  bankrupt  acts,  a provision  (3  Geo.  IV.  cli.  39,  s.  2,) 
which  makes  void  all  executions  upon  warrants  of  attorney  which  are  not 
filed  within  twenty-one  days  after  execution ; that  is,  makes  them  void  as 
against  the  assignees  of  a bankrupt  against  whom  a commission  afterwards 
issues*  I do  not  imagine  that  that  provision  is  considered  to  be  intro- 
<duced  here  under  our  75th  clause,  and  yet  I cannot  see  why  the  argu- 
"ment  advanced  in  this  case  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  would  not  equally 
-extend  to  it  and  to  nearly  every  other  provision  in  the  British  bankrupt 
acts.  My  opinion  is,  that  the  special  enactment  in  the  6th  Geo.  IV,  ch. 
16,  respecting  judgments  obtained  on  confession,  is  not  under  the  75th 
clause  of  our  statute  made  part  of  the  bankrupt  law  of  this  province. 
And  for  the  reason  which  I have  given,  the  assignees  were  not  in  my 
opinion  entitled  to  recover,  and  judgment  of  nonsuit  should  be  entered. 

Judgment  ‘for  defendants. 


Doe  ex  dem.  William  Breakey  v.  Jane  Breakey. 

Where  in  ejectment,  the  plaintiff’s  counsel  in  opening  his  case  stated  it  as  a 
question  of  legitimacy,  and  that  the  defendant  claimed  under  a will,  and  the 
defence  was  conducted  without  the  production  of  the  will,  as  if  the  statement 
of  the  counsel  had  rendered  that  unnecessary  : Held  that  it  ought  to  have  been 
produced. 

Proof  of  marriage  by  reputation  and  cohabitation  for  twenty  or  thirty  years,  is 
sufficient  in  ejectment,  and  if  the  presumption  arising  therefrom  is  to  be 
rebutted,  it  must  be  by  positive  testimony, 
hlarriages  contracted  in  Ireland  between  members  of  the  Church  of  England 
and  Presbyterians,  celebrated  by  ministers  not  belonging  to  the  Church  of 
England,  are  legalized  by  the  Imperial  statute  5 & 6 Vic.  ch.  26,  and  such 
marriages  celebrated  before  that  act  was  passed,  are  legal  marriages  is  this 
country. 

Ejectment  for  part  of  Lot  No.  71,  on  the  north  side  of  Walton  Street, 
in  the  town  of  Port  Hope.  At  the  trial  before  the  Honourable  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Jones,  at  the  last  spring  assizes,  for  the  Newcastle  District,  the 
counsel  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  opened  his  case  to  the  jury,  claiming 
title  to  the  premises  in  question  as  brother  and  heir-at-law  to  Andrew 
Breakey,  deceased.  He  stated  that  he  was  aware  that  the  defendant,  who 
was  the  widow  of  Andrew  Breakey,  claimed  the  property  under  a devise 
from  John  Breakey,  who  she  alleges  was  the  son  and  heir  of  Andrew 
Breakey  by  his  marriage  with  her,  but  that  it  was  impossible  that  she 
could  make  good  her  claim  under  such  a devise,  inasmuch  as  it  could  be 
«hewn  that  the  alleged  marriage  was  illegal,  and  that  therefore  John 
Breakey,  the  son,  never  had  the  legal  seisin  of  the  estate,  and  could  not 
have  legally  devised  it  to  the  defendant.  The  counsel  of  the  plaintiff 
then  proved  his  title  as  the  eldest  brother  and  heir-at-law  of  Andrew 
Breakey,  and  called  witnesses  to  establish  the  illegality  of  the  marriage 
with  the  defendant.  It  was  sworn  that  the  defendant  was  a member  of 
the  Church  of  England,  and  that  Andrew  Breakey  was  a Presbyterian, 
although  one  witness  stated  that  he  was  a member  of  the  Church  of 
England  also,  and  that  the  marriage  was  solemnized  in  Ireland  by  a 
Mr.  Caldwell  a Presbyterian  clergyman,  whose  performance  of  the 
ceremony  it  was  contended  was  irregular  and  illegal,  as  he  had  been 
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degraded  from  his  pastoral  charge  under  circumstances  which  rendered  it  I 
doubtful  whether  any  marriage  ceremony  performed  by  him  could  he  | 
considered  valid.  : 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  proved  that  the  marriage  took 
place  without  licence  or  publication  of  banns  in  1815  or  1816  in  Ireland, 
where  both  the  parties  then  resided ; that  it  was  performed  publicly  in 
the  presence  of  their  friends  at  an  inn,  and  that  the  parties  continued  to  i 
live  together  ever  afterwards  as  man  and  wife,  until  Andrew  Breakey’s  ^ 
death.  It  was  further  proved,  by  the  Eev.  Mr.  Douglas,  a minister  of  f 
the  Presbyterian  Church  in  Ireland,  that  he  knew  Mr.  Caldwell,  who  had  f 
married  the  parties,  that  he  was  a regularly  appointed  minister  of  the  | 
Presbyterian  Church,  but  had  been  degraded  from  his  charge ; that  he  d 
had  afterwards  solemnized  many  marriages,  which  were  considered  irregular  fi 
but  not  illegal ; and  that  neither  licence  nor  banns  were  necessary  for  the  d 
validity  of  such  marriages  in  Ireland.  No  further  proof  was  given  of  the  d 
law  of  Ireland  on  the  subject,  nor  was  any  will  of  John  Breakey  produced,  5 
nor  legal  evidence  given  that  he  had  ever  devised  the  property  to  the  d 
defendant.  Upon  these  facts 

Mr.  Sullivan,  as  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  at  the  trial,  that  g 
his  client  was  entitled  to  a verdict,  because  John  Breakey  having  for  all  # 
that  appeared  died  intestate  and  without  issue,  William  Breakey,  the  id 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  was  next  heir  to  him  as  well  as  to  Andrew  Breakey,  | 
and  entitled  to  inherit  the  estate,  whether  the  alleged  marriage  was  legal  i'jj 
or  not.  On  the  other  hand, 

Mr.  Boulton,  the  defendant’s  counsel,  contended  that  the  course  taken  f 
at  the  trial,  confined  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  question  of  the  d 
legality  of  the  marriage  ; that  he  must  be  taken  to  have  admitted  that  s 
John  Breakey  had  devised  to  the  defendant,  for  otherwise  the  case  he  had  >* 
gone  into  was  irrelevent ; that  on  his  opening  he  had  spoken  of  the 
devise  to  the  defendant,  and  having  endeavoured  to  meet  the  defence  by 
shewing  that  John  Breakey  had  no  estate  that  could  pass  by  the  will,  he 
could  not  be  allowed  to  question  the  fact  that  a will  had  been  made,  and  ll 
at  least  must  be  taken  to  have  admitted  its  actual  execution.  Ultimately  | 
a verdict  was  taken  by  consent  for  the  defendant,  with  the  understanding  | 
that  it  should  be  submitted  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  banc,  whether  | 
there  was  such  proof  of  John  Breakey  having  been  born  in  lawful  wedlock,  'i 
as  to  enable  the  defendant  to  make  title  under  him  as  heir  to  Andrew  t 
Breakey.  If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  sufficient  ifl 
evidence  upon  that  point,  then  that  judgment  should  be  entered  for  the  j 
defendant,  unless  it  was  considered  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  i 
or  admission  of  the  will  under  which  the  defendant  claimed,  when  there  1 
should  be  a new  trial,  but  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
legitimacy  of  John  Breakey  was  not  sufficiently  established,  the  judgment  .1 
should  be  entered  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  j 

R.  B.  Sullivan,  for  the  plaintiff.  I 

D.  E.  Boulton,  for  the  defendant.  1 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — In  my  opinion,  what  passed  at  the  trial  cannot  be 
strained  into  an  admission  of  a will  devising  this  estate  to  the  defendant,  jli 
or  into  a consent  to  dispense  with  its  production.  The  case  of  Doe  Dern.  i 
Duplex  V.  Perry  et  al,(a)  was  relied  upon  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  | 


{a)  Anstruther.  266. 
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\ but  that  was  very  different  in  its  circumstances  from  the  present.  There 
both  parties  at  the  trial  had  agreed  upon  the  construction  and  effect  of  a 
certain  deed ; and  at  the  conclusion  of  the  case,  the  defendants  objected, 
though  not  in  so  decided  a manner  as  to  gain  the  attention  of  the  learned 
judge  who  presided  at  the  trial,  that  no  evidence  had  been  given  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed  ; afterwards,  in  term,  they  applied  for  a new  trial 
on  that  objection,  but  the  court  held  that  when  they  had  reasoned  upon 
the  contents  and  effect  of  a deed,  they  must  be  supposed  to  have  admitted 
its  existence.  And  besides,  as  they  had  not  taken  the  objection  decidedly 
at  nisi  prius,  the  court  could  not  allow  them  to  urge  it  afterwards,  espe- 
cially as  they  had,  in  an  affidavit  filed  in  a previous  proceeding,  assumed 
the  existence  of  the  deed.  In  that  case  the  parties  had  the  deed  before 
them,  and  were  reasoning  upon  it.  In  the  case  before  us,  all  that  appears 
is,  that  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  defendant  spoke  of  a will,  and  pro- 
fessed to  claim  under  it,  and  that  upon  that  knowledge  he  proceeded  to 
shew  that  John  Breakey  had  nothing  to  devise.  There  was  not  only 
no  direct  admission  that  a will  was  in  fact  made,  but  nothing  was  before 
the  court  to  shew  the  nature  of  such  a will.  It  might  have  devised  no 
present  estate,  or  a limited  estate  which  had  expired,  or  it  might  have  been 
for  some  cause  inoperative.  I see  nothing  in  what  passed  atthe  trial  that 
we  can  say  relieved  the  defendant  from  the  necessity  of  producing  and 
proving  the  will  under  which  she  is  understood  to  claim  as  devisee,  or 
; under  which,  at  any  rate,  she  maintained  that  the  estate  of  John  had  been 
r devised.  It  is  not  shewn  that  when  she  went  to  trial  she  had  any  ground 
for  expecting  that  the  plaintiff  would  admit  the  execution  of  the  will,  and 
dispense,  also,  with  its  production,  or  for  holding  that  he  was  in  any  way 
bound  to vdo  so.  Then  when  the  defendant  had,  upon  the  trial,  given 
such  evidtnce  as  she  could  to  shew  the  alleged  marriage  to  be  legal,  the 
plaintiff  was  not  precluded  from  saying,  ‘T  do  not  admit  the  marriage  to 
“be  legal,  but,  on  the  contrary,  have  endeavoured  to  shew  that  it  was 
“not,  and  that  you  can,  consequently,  have  no  pretence  for  claiming, 
“under  John  Breakey  as  devisee,  which  I understand  you  do  j but,  how- 
“ever  this  may  be,  produce  and  prove  the  will  which  you  set  up,  because, 
“till  that  is  shewn,  you  have  no  locus  standi  in  court,  and  the  alleged 
“marriage  cannot  affect  me  who  am  equally  the  heir  of  Andrew  and  of 
“John.”  Supposing  that  John  Breakey  made  a will,  of  which  we  have 
yet  no  evidence,  it  would  undoubtedly  be  for  the  interest  of  both  parties 
to  come  as  speedily  as  possible  to  a final  decision  of  the  question  upon 
his  legitimacy ; and  if  it  had  been  left  to  us  to  direct  a verdict  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff,  or  the  defendant,  according  as  we  should  find 
upon  that  point,  then  the  case  might  be  disposed  of  on  this  motion, 
without  our  regarding  any  other  question.  But  it  is  not  so  left  to  us  : 
the  condition  on  which  the  verdict  by  consent  was  taken  seems  to  have 
been  this,  that  it  should  be  submitted  to  the  court  whether  upon  the 
facts  proved  at  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  been  allowed  to  re- 
cover ; and  if  that  should  be  our  opinion,  then,  that  a new  trial  should  be 
ordered  ; the  intention  being  that  the  defendant  is  not  to  be  disturbed  in 
the  possession  till  the  merits  of  the  case  in  regard  to  the  marriage  are 
determined.  It  must,  I suppose,  have  been  meant  by  this,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  should  be  held  entitled  to  a verdict,  merely  because  there  wasno 
evidence  of  any  will,  and  without  going  into  the  question  of  the  marriage. 
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then,  that  instead  of  entering  a verdict  for  him,  a new  trial  should  he 
granted,  in  order  that  the  defendant  may  on  the  next  occasion  prove  the 
will,  and  so  bring  up  the  question  of  title  upon  the  real  merits  of  the  case, 
before  the  possession  should  be  changed;  but  if  we  should  think  that  the  I 
right  of  John  Breakey  to  inherit  was  clearly  not  shewn,  then  the  consent  ' 
ought  to  have  extended  to  the  directing  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  since, 
upon  such  a view  of  the  case,  the  will  would  become  quite  immaterial,  ,i 
^ind  the  case  would  in  fact  be  determined  by  that  opinion  upon  the  • 
merits.  Upon  the  view  which  I take  of  the  case,  however,  any  want  of  !; 
a correct  understanding  on  this  point  will  not  be  material. 

There  should  be  a new  trial  in  my  opinion,  without  costs,  because  the  i 
defendant  did  not  shew  that  John  Breakey  (supposing  him  to  have  i 
inherited  the  estate,)  did  not  die  seised  of  it;  in  which  case  the  plaintiff  'i 
would  at  any  rate  have  been  entitled  to  a verdict,  whereas  the  verdict  j 
given  is  for  the  defendant.  And  we  cannot  I think  determine,  that  the  « 
necessity  for  a new  trial  for  this  cause  can  be  held  to  be  obviated,  on  the  \i 
ground  that  the  illegitimacy  of  John  Breakey  was  clearly  established,  i 
That  depends  on  the  validity  of  the  alleged  marriage,  which  brings  up  a 
•question  of  much  delicacy  and  importance,  considering  how  very  large  a i 
portion  of  our  population  consists  of  families  who  have  emigrated  to  this  1 1 
province  from  various  parts  of  the  British  empire,  and  with  regard  to  k 
whom  and  their  descendants  questions  must  frequently  arise  upon  the  Jx 
validity  of  marriages  alleged  to  have  been  contracted  in  the  countries  if 
which  they  came  from,  and  upon  the  proofs  which  we  may  receive,  and 
the  presumptions  which  should  be  entertained  in  respect  to  such  mar-  .< 
fiages. 

The  recent  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Millis,  (a)  decided  in  the  House  of  j 
Lords,  upon  an  appeal  from  Ireland,  was  felt  to  have  occasioned  a diffi-  if 
culty  which  it  was  necessary  to  remedy  without  loss  of  time,  by  an  act  of  , 3 
parliament.  The  decision  seems  to  have  been  unexpected  by  a large 
portion  at  least  of  the  public ; though,  indeed,  it  was  in  no  other  sense  a i# 
decision  than  that  the  opinions  in  the  House  of  Lords  being  equally  it 
•divided  upon  it,  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  Ireland,  which  determined 
the  marriage  in  question  to  be  void,  was  not  reveised,  and  therefore  stood  |k 
affirmed  ; as  it  would  equally  have  been,  according  to  the  system  of  pro-  ;'( 
•ceeding  in  the  House  of  Lords,  if  the  judgment  in  the  Irish  court  had  i c 
upheld  the  marriage,  and  had  been  reviewed  by  the  same  members  of  the  |,J  , 
House  of  Peers.  It  stands  therefore  with  us,  merely  as  a decision  of  the  ? H 
Oonrt  of  Queen’s  Bench  in  Ireland,  appealed  from  and  not  reversed.  The  I i 
principle  which  it  involves  has  not  received  the  positive  sanction  of  the  ! ‘ 
majority  of  the  House  of  Lords.  The  question  arose  upon  a trial  of; 
bigamy,  where  the  validity  of  the  first  marriage  was  denied ; and  the  point  t 
determined  was,  that  the  intervention  of  a priest  in  holy  orders  was  by  the  f 
common  law  of  England  necessary  to  the  legality  of  a marriage, and  there*  | J 
fore,  that  in  Ireland  a marriage  solemnized  since  the  Irish  stat,  22  Geo.III.  J 
eh.  25,  by  a Presbyterian  minister,  between  two  persons,of  whom  one  was|| 
not  a Presbyterian,wasnotsucha  marriage  that  either  of  theparties  marry-l) 
ing  again  could  be  legally  convicted  of  bigamy.  If  the  judgment  in  this  casejn 
must  be  taken  to  establish  that  point  in  a manner  binding  on  us,becausef 


(a)  8 Jurist. 
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it  was  not  reversed  in  the  house  of  lords,  then,  with  regard  to  marriages 
I celebrated  in  many  parts  of  the  British  Empire,  we  might  have  all  the 
inconvenience  which  such  a state  of  the  law  may  produce  in  this  country, 
without  the  remedy  which  the  late  Imperial  statute  has  applied,  for  the 
1 effect  of  that  statute  extends  only  to  marriages  which  have  taken  place 
! in  Ireland. 

■ But  in  the  case  before  us,  I do  not  consider  that  this  difficulty  would 
have  pressed,  even  without  the  aid  of  the  statute  to  which  I have  just 
i referred,  (a)  In  trials  for  bigamy,  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  defendant 
depends  upon  the  legality  of  the  first  marriage,  and  before  the  jury  can 
! ' convict  him  they  must  clearly  see  that  a prior  legal  marriage  had  in  fact 
taken  place.  Reputation  cannot  be  accepted  as  proof  of  it;  nor  does 
mere  cohabitation  for  any  length  of  time  supply  a presumption  of  marriage 
for  such  a purpose.  People  are  not  to  be  convicted  of  felony  upon  legal 
presumptions.  But  it  is  a mere  question  of  property  that  is  before  us  in 
this  action.  For  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  this  part  ot  the  case,  we  are 
to  suppose  for  the  present  that  John  Break ey,  claiming  to  inherit  the 
estate  as  son  and  heir  of  Andrew  Breakey,  did  really  devise  it  to  the  defen- 
dant* and  then  the  question  of  his  right  to  devise  becomes  a common 
question  of  pedigree,  to  be  determined  by  the  same  kind  of  evidence  as 
would  have  been  sufficient  if  John  Breakey  were  living  and  bringing  an 
ejectment  as  heir.  Then  to  establish  his  right  to  inherit,  it  was  proved 
that  Andrew  and  Jane  Breakey  were  always  reputed  to  be  man  and  wife, 
both  in  Ireland  and  in  this  country,  and  had  lived  together  as  such  for 
nearly  thirty  years,  and  to  the  time  of  his  death.  That  evidence  alone 
was  ample  proof  of  the  marriage  for  the  purpose  of  an  ejectment,  whether 
the  pedigree  was  to  be  proved  on  the  part  ot  a plaintiff  or  defendant ; and 
if  nothing  more  had  been  shewn  there  would  have  been  no  room  for  doubt. 
* But  the  question  is,  whether  what  was  shewn  upon  the  trial  so  clearly 
destroyed  the  presumption  of  marriage  arising  from  the  facts,  as  to  make 
it  the  duty  of  the  court  to  direct  the  jury  that  their  marriage  was  proved 
to  be  a void  marriage,  and  that  they  must  therefore  hold  John  Breakey  to 
have  been  born  out  of  lawful  wedlock,  and  consequently  having  no  claim 
to  inherit.  The  evidence  regarding  the  marriage  amounted  to  this  : in 
1815,  or  1816,  the  parties  went  before  a Presbyterian  minister  in  Ireland, 
where  they  both  then  resided,  and  were  publicly  married  by  him,  in  the 
presence  of  their  friends,  not  in  any  chapel  or  place  of  worship,  but  in  an 
inn.  They  ever  afterwards  lived  together  as  man  and  wife,  in  Ireland 
i and  in  England  for  some  years,  and  afterwards  in  ihis  country,  to  which 
they  had  emigrated,  and  where  they  continued  thus  to  live  till  Andrew 
; Breakey  died.  It  was  sworn  that  no  license  had  been  obtained,  and  that 
there  was  no  publication  of  banns.  It  was  further  proved  by  the  viva 
voce,  evidence  of  the  Rev.  Mr.  Douglas,  a minister  of  the  Presbyterian 
^ Church  in  Ireland,  that  he  well  knew  Mr.  Caldwell  there,  the  minister 
who  performed  the  ceremony  of  marriage  between  these  persons;  that  he 
i had  to  his  knowledge  married  many  persons  in  Ireland;  that  he  was  in 
I orders  as  a Presbyterian  minister,  and  had  had  a congregation,  but  was 
removed  from  it  or  had  resigned;  that  he  still  continued  to  marry,  which 
was  regarded  as  irregular,  on  account  of  its  not  affording  means  of  preserv- 

(a)  5 & 6 Vic.  ch.  113.  ~ 
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ing  regular  evidence  of  the  marriage  by  a church  register,  but  not  as 
illegal;  that  neither  license  nor  banns  was  necessary  by  law  to  the 
validity  of  such  marriages  in  Ireland.  There  was  evidence  that  Andrew 
Breakey  was  a Presbyterian,  though  by  another  witness  he  was  stated  to 
have  been  a member  of  the  Church  of  England.  Jane  Breakey  was 
sworn  to  have  been  then  a member  of  the  Church  of  England.  Whether 
Presbyterian  ministers  in  Ireland  could  then  marry  a couple  of  whom  one 
only,  or  neither,  belonged  to  their  society,  was  not  proved ; nor  was  it 
shewn  under  what  restrictions  their  authority  to  solemnize  matrimony 
was  placed. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  a good  deal  of  evidence  was  given  tending 
to  shew  that  this  marriage  was  solemnized  by  Mr.  Caldwell,  after  he  had 
been  degraded  from  his  pastoral  charge,  and  under  circumstances  which 
made  it  to  be  regarded  by  the  witnesses  as  at  least  of  doubtful  validity; 
but  except  what  was  sworn  by  Mr.  Douglas,  who  thought  otherwise  on 
this  point,  no  evidence  was  given  on  either  side  as  to  what  the  law  of 
Ireland  in  regard  to  marriage  was.  The  jury  was  not  called  upon  to  find 
whether  the  marriage  was  or  was  not  proved  to  their  satisfaction,  but  the 
question  of  a valid  marriage  was  upon  the  evidence  referred,  in  the  man- 
ner I have  stated,  to  the  opinion  of  the  court,  without  calling  in  aid  the 
statute  5th  & 6th  Yic.  ch.  113. 

JSTow  I take  the  principle  of  law  to  be,  that  on  all  questions  of  pedi- 
gree arising  in  a contest  about  property,  the  presumption  is  strong  in 
favour  of  the  regularity  and  validity  of  the  marriage,  especially  when  the 
parties  have  lived  together  as  man  and  wife  for  twenty  or  thirty  years,  and 
have  been  so  reputed  till  the  connection  has  been  dissolved  by  death,  and 
when  they  have  left  issue.  The  presumption  is  indeed  so  strong,  that 
those  who  would  impeach  the  validity  of  the  marriage  are  required  to 
make  the  alleged  illegality  clearly  appear.  It  would  be  cruel,  as  regards 
the  feelings  and  interests  of  parties,  if  the  law  were  not  in  this  respect 
rigid,  and  the  hardship  in  this  country  would  be  grievous,  where  so  many 
thousands  of  people  have  emigrated  from  distant  countries,  and  are  of 
that  station  in  life  that  they  cannot  be  supposed  always  to  have  preserved 
or  to  be  able  to  procure  such  evidence  as  could  satisfy  any  doubts  and 
cavils  in  regard  to  the  regularity  of  their  marriages;  and  where,  moreover, 
those  who  have  derived  interests  under  them  might,  by  reason  of  the 
obscure  station  in  life  of  the  parties,  find  it  difficult  in  many  cases  after 
their  death,  to  trace  their  personal  history.  The  law  wisely  makes  allow- 
ance for  these  difficulties.  Reputation  and  cohabitation  tire  accepted  as 
proof  of  the  fact  of  marriage,  when  there  has  been  nothing  in  the  conduct 
of  the  parties  inconsistent  with  the  presumption;  and  when  the  cohabita- 
tion has  been  long  continued,  the  presumption  is  of  course  stronger.(a) 
The  case  of  Steadman  v.  Powell,(&)  is  clear  on  this  point. 

The  question  then  is,  whether  at  the  trial  the  jury  were  bound  to  say, 
upon  the  evidence  before  them,  that  Andrew  Breakey  and  the  mother  of 
John  Breakey  were  shewn  not  to  have  been  man  and  wife  at  the  time  of 
the  birth  of  John  Breakey.  Unless  the  case  was  incontrovertibly  clear 
against  the  defendant,  if  there  was  any  room  for  presumption,  or  any  fact 


{a)  Rex  V.  Stockland,  Burr.  Sess  Ca.  508. 

(5)  1 Adam’s  Report,  (Prerogative  Court)  58. 
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to  be  weighed,  then  it  was  for  the  jury  to  find  whether  they  were  married 
or  not.  Now  if  we  must  confine  the  investigation  (which  I think  we 
must  not  do)  to  what  we  find  upon  clear  legal  evidence  to  have  taken 
place  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  spoken  of,  which  was  in  1816  or  1818, 
can  we  then  say,  that  the  jury  could  only  properly  conclude  that  John 
Break ey  was  horn  out  of  lawful  wedlock  ? I think  not ; and  at  present,  I 
am  considering  the  question  upon  the  general  principles  of  law,  and  with 
a view  to  the  very  important  interests  which  such  questions,  under  some 
other  circumstances,  may  involve,  leaving  for  the  moment  out  of  view  the 
late  statutory  provision.  If  this  marriage  had  taken  place  in  some 
country  foreign  to  Great  Britain,  and  all  that  we  heard  of  it  was  that  it 
was  publicly  solemnized  by  a minister,  or  other  person  who  usually  in  that 
country  solemnized  marriages,  and  that  the  parties  ever  after  were  treated 
and  reputed  there  as  man  and  wife,  we  must,  in  the  absence  of  express 
proof  of  some  law  of  that  country  rendering  such  a marriage  illegal,  have 
presumed  the  marriage  to  have  been  duly  contracted  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  country  in  which  it  took  place.  There  is  no  question  that  the 
lex  loci  is  to  govern  in  such  cases,  and  that  when  a marriage  has  been  in 
fact  openly  solemnized,  we  must  presume  it  to  have  been  solemnized 
according  to  the  lex  loci,  unless  upon  the  proof  given  of  the  facts  and  of 
the  law  then  prevailing,  we  see  clearly  that  it  was  otherwise.  In  regard 
to  us,  Ireland  is,  like  all  other  countries  out  of  England  to  which  the 
jurisdiction  of  our  courts  does  not  extend,  a foreign  country.  It  is  so  in 
the  same  sense  that  Nova  Scotia  or  Jamaica  is.  We  do  not  judicially 
recognize  its  statute  law.  It  must  be  proved  to  us  what  it  is.  All  that 
we  can  assume  is,  that  the  common  law  of  England  is  in  force  there,  which 
we  must  take  for  granted  until  the  contrary  is  proved  ; or  unless  the  facts 
in  the  particular  case  before  us  warrant  a presumption  to  the  contrary. 
In  this  respect,  it  stands  on  a footing  different  from  countries  wholly 
foreign  to  the  British  crown.  This  brings  us  to  the  question  whether  by 
the  common  law,  as  it  stood  before  the  26  Geo.  II.,  ch.  33,  it  was  neces- 
sary 10  the  validity  of  a marriage,  that  it  should  be  solemnized  by  a priest 
in  holy  orders,  within  which  designation  a Presbyterian  minister  is  not 
by  the  law  of  England  comprehended.  We  cannot  take  the  decision  of  a 
court  in  Ireland  as  binding  upon  us  in  a doubtful  question  which  has 
arisen  there  upon  the  common  law  of  England  ; and  if  we  could,  it  is 
remarkable,  that  in  the  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Millis,  the  judges  of  the 
Queen’s  Bench  in  Ireland  were  in  fact  equally  divided  in  opinion.  If  we 
turn  to  England  for  authority,  we  find  that  upon  the  recent  attempt  to 
settle  the  point  in  the  last  resort,  the  House  of  Lords  was  equally  divided 
upon  it.  We  have,  it  is  true,  the  opinions  of  the  English  judges  given  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  supporting  the  judgment  that  had  been  given  in 
Ireland.  We  have  the  later  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in 
Catherwood  v.  Caslon  (a),  in  accordance  with  these  opinions,  and  with  the 
manner  in  which  that  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Millis  was  disposed  of.  On 
the  other  side,  we  have  the  high  authority  of  Sir  W.  Scott,  in  Dalrymple 
V.  Dalrymple  (b),  for  I cannot  understand  that  case  in  any  other  light 
than  as  a determination  that  the  common  law  of  England  did  not  require 
the  intervention  of  a priest  in  holy  orders  to  make  the  marriage  con- 


(a)  13  M.  & W.  261. 


(b)  2 Hagg.  Consistory  Reports'7‘54. 
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tract  per  verba  de  praesenti  when  followed  by  cohabitation  binding,  so  as 
to  constitute  ipsum  matrimonium  drawing  with  it  the  civil  rights  of 
marriage  ; and  it  is  difficult  I think  to  resist  the  arguments  and  autho- 
rities in  favour  of  that  conclusion,  which  are  contained  in  that  very 
celebrated  judgment,  as  well  as  in  some  of  the  opinions  given  in  the  House 
of  Lords  upon  the  recent  occasion  of  The  Queen  v.  Millis,  where  this 
question  was  illustrated  by  so  much  learning  and  research.  Still  there 
are  great  names,  scarcely  less  eminent  indeed  than  the  most  eminent  of 
those  to  which  I have  referred,  supporting  the  opposite  opinion ; and  it  is 
worthy  to  be  remarked,  that  so  long  ago  as  1826,  long  before  the  case 
of  The  Queen  v.  Millis  occurred,  a calm  and  careful  examination  of 
all  that  was  then  to  be  found  upon  this  important  point,  had  conducted 
a man  of  great  acknowledged  learning,  though  deriving  no  authority  from 
his  position,  to  the  same  conclusion  that  was  afterwards  come  to  % the 
court  in  Ireland,  in  The  Queen  v.  Millis.  I allude  to  the  late  Mr. 
J acob’s  observations  in  his  edition  of  Roper  on  the  Law  of  Husband  and 
Wife  [a.)  After  collecting  and  remarking  upon  all  the  authorities  which 
he  thought  it  material  to  refer  to,  he  comes  decidedly  to  the  conclusion, 
fliat  ‘‘before  the  marriage  act,  a matrimonial  contract  de  praesenti  was 
“ essentially  distinct  from  a marriage  solemnized  by  a person  in  holy 
“ orders,  that  it  did  not  confer  on  the  woman  the  right  to  dower  or  on 
“ the  man  the  right  to  the  woman’s  property,  or  on  the  issue  the  rights 
“of  legitimacy.  And  that  at  the  common  law  it  had  no  effect,  though  in 
cases  where  the  parties  cohabited,  and  were  reputed  to  he  man  and  wife 
it  might  he  suficient  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  some  actions,  in  which 
“ strict  proof  was  not  required.”  Dr.  Brown,  a very  respectable  Irish 
authority,  in  his  treatise  on  Civil  Law  (&),  shews  that  he  certainly  did  not 
so  apprehend  the  law  to  be  in  Ireland,  while  it  rested  on  the  common  law 
and  independently  of  any  statutes.  “ That  marriage  should  be  performed 
“by  a person  in  orders,”  he  says,  “is  a rule  positivi  juris,  marriage  not 
“ having  been  celebrated  by  the  clergy  in  the  earlier  times.”  And  the 
rule,  in  his  opinion,  did  not  extend  to  marriages  among  protestant  sectaries 
solemnized  according  to  their  own  rites,  which  he  regarded  as  good, 
before  the  statute  22  Geo.  III.,  ch.  25,  as  to  all  civil  effects  ; for  instance, 
to  support  an  ejectment  when  legitimacy  comes  in  question ; though  when 
the  parties  come  to  entitle  themselves  to  any  rights  in  the  ecclesiastical 
courts,  as  to  administration,  they  must  prove  a marriage  according  to  the 
ecclesiastical  law. 

If  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  marriage  between  these  persons 
had  arisen  here  upon  a trial  for  bigamy,  we  must  then  have  taken  it  up 
on  the  same  grounds  that  were  discussed  in  The  Queen  v.  Millis  ; and 
we  should  have  found,  perhaps,  some  difficulty  in  holding  that  the  deter- 
mination of  that  case  was  binding  upon  us  as  a judgment  of  the  House 
of  Lords  upon  the  question,  when  that  high  tribunal  had  in  fact  pronounced 
no  opinion  collectively  upon  the  point  submitted  to  them  ; but  both  sides 
of  the  argument  having  found  equal  favour  with  them,  they  were  com- 
pelled on  that  account  by  their  forms  of  proceeding,  to  leave  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  in  Ireland  undisturbed.  If,  in  such  a case,  it  should 
have  been  our  opinion  that  we  could  not  properly  rest  upon  the  deter- 


(a)  2 Yol.  445,  Addenda  Ho.  1. 


(5)  Yol.  7,  page  74-5. 
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mination  of  The  Queen  v.  Millie  as  an  adjudication  of  the  question,  then 
' we  should  have  had  the  greater  difficulty  thrown  upon  us  of  attempting, 
amidst  the  conflicting  opinions  which  have  been  expressed  on  the  point, 
to  arrive  at  a conclusion  which  we  could  adopt  with  confidence. 

I A few  years  ago,  the  great  case  of  Dairy mple  v.  Dairy mple  might  have 

fbeen  taken  by  us  to  have  quieted  all  former  doubts,  for  in  that  we  ha 
the  judgment  of  one  whose  opinions  have  been  rarely  controverted,  and 
whose  learning  was  so  vast  and  his  understanding  so  sound,  that  the 
almost  unequalled  eloquence  of  the  language  in  which  his  decisions  were 
conveyed,  forms  their  least  merit ; but  after  what  has  occurred  im  Millis' 
f case,  we  should,  undoubtedly,  not  be  warranted  in  resting  upon  the  mere 

I authority  of  that  judgment,  whatever  conviction  might  follow  the  best 
consideration  we  could  give  to  the  arguments  by  which  it  seems  to  have 
been  shaken. 

I have  no  intention,  however,  of  venturing  at  present  upon  any  such 
i examination,  for,  in  a case  like  that  before  us,  of  a marriage  solemnized 
' in  Ireland  before  the  passing  of  the  late  Imperial  statute  5 & 6 Vic.  ch. 
113,  and  when  the  question  of  the  legality  of  the  marriage  is  nob  raised 
in  such  a manner  as  brings  it  within  any  of  the  exceptions  of  that  healing, 
act,  it  is  clear  that  the  express  provisions  of  the  statute  compel  us  to  hold 
the  marriage  to  be  legal.  It  confirms  and  makes  valid  all  marriages 
which  before  that  act  had  been  solemnized  in  Ireland,  by  Presbyterian 
and  other  dissenting  ministers,  or  persons  who  had  been  ministers;  that  is, 
it  makes  them  valid  to  the  same  extent  as  if  they  had  been  solemnized 
by  a clergyman  in  holy  orders,  of  the  Church  of  England . The  excep- 
tions are,  that  it  shall  not  apply  to  make  valid  any  marriage  which  has 
been,  in  the  course  of  any  legal  proceeding,  adjudged  illegal,  nor  when  a 
second  marriage  has  been  subsequently  legally  contracted  by  one  of  the 
parties  before  the  passing  of  the  act;  and,  that  it  shall  not  eifect  any  act 
before  done  under  the  authority  of  any  court,  or  in  the  administration  of 
any  personal  estate  or  effects,  or  in  the  execution  of  any  will,  or  perform- 
ance of  any  trust.  Now  the  marriage  in  this  case  was  solemnized  before 
that  act,  by  a Presbyterian  minister  ; or,  if  he  had  ceased  to  be  a minister, 
which  is  not  shewn,  but  merely  that  he  had  ceased  to  have  a charge  or 
congregation, still  as  he  hadbeen  a mzm‘5^er,he  would  come  within  the  enact- 
ment. Now,  if  none  of  the  exceptions  in  the  statute  prevent  its  applying 
for  the  purposes  of  this  action,  and  if  the  marriage  were  by  that  act  made 
valid  in  Ireland  merely,  it  follows  that  we  must  treat  it  here  as  having 
been  a valid  marriage  at  the  time  it  was  solemnized  ; for  it  is  the  lex  loci 
that  must  govern.  .But  this  Imperial  statute,  which  we  are  bound  judi- 
cially to  notice,  and  which  binds  us  as  well  as  the  courts  in  England, 
does,  by  its  direct  operation,  place  it  on  the  footing  of  a legal  marriage 
here,  as  much  as  if  it  had  been  solemnized  by  a clergyman  of  the  church  of 
England.  This  makes,  at  any  rate,  an  end  of  the  question  ; but  for  my 
own  part,  I think  that,  without  the  assistance  of  that  statute,  the  marriage, 
upon  the  evidence  as  it  stood,  ought  to  have  been  sustained.  We  are 
bound  to  remember  that  Ireland  had  long  a legislature  of  its  own.  The 
statutes  passed  by  that  legislature  cannot  be  noticed  judicially  by  us,  and 
we  do  not  know  what  has  or  has  not  been  done  by  it  till  the  fact  is  in 
proof.  In  favour  of  a marriage  openly  solemnized  by  a minister  proved 
to  have  been  constantly  acting  there  in  the  same  capacity,  followed  by 
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long  cohabitation,  and  when  the  parties  have  been  always  since  reputed 
and  received  as  man  and  wife,  it  ought  to  be  presumed  that  the  marriage 
was  legal  and  regular,  till  the  contrary  is  clearly  made  out.  If,  under  the 
common  law  of  England,  generally  prevailing  in  Ireland,  the  intervention 
of  a priest  in  holy  orders  of  the  church  of  England  and  Ireland  would  be 
necessary,  we  must  suppose,  till  we  are  shewn  otherwise,  that  in  that 
respect  the  common  law  had  been  altered,  as  it  might  have  been,  by  the 
Irish  legislature,  thereby  making  that  legal  which  was  thus  openly  done, 
and  the  presumed  effect  of  which  had  been  so  long  acquiesced  in. 

Soon  after  the  marriage  act  of  26  Geo.  II.  had  been  passed,  it  was  held 
in  England  that  that  act  did  not  take  away  the  evidence  of  presumption 
from  cohabitation,  but^  that  if  the  evidence  he  dear  that  the  marriage  was 
not  celebrated  according  to  the  requisitions  of  the  act,  it  would  be  void. (a) 
Without  knowing  that  there  has  been  no  law  made  in  Ireland  on  the  sub- 
ject of  marriages,  how  could  we  determine  that  a marriage  celebrated  as 
this  was,  was  illegal?  If  Andrew  Breakey,  after  cohabiting  for  many 
years  with  this  defendant,  had,  during  her  life  time,  married  another 
woman  in  this  country,  he  would,  by  that  act,  have  destroyed  the  pre- 
sumption of  his  marriage  with  the  defendant,  which  would  otherwise  have 
arisen  from  the  fact  of  cohabitation.  He  would  have  shewn  by  it  what 
the  law  could  not  have  presumed,  that  he  was  willing  to  incur  the  moral 
guilt  of  living  with  a woman  as  her  husband,  when  he  was  not  her  hus- 
band, for,  inevitably,  this  must  have  been  the  case  in  regard  to  one  or 
other  of  the  women,  when  both  were,  to  his  knowledge,  living  at  the  same 
time.  The  consequence,  then,  would  have  been  that,  if  charged  with 
bigamy  in  contracting  the  second  marriage,  the  presumption  would  rather 
have  been  against  the  fact  of  the  first  marriage,  for  cohabitation  would,  in 
such  a case,  have  supplied  none  in  its  favour ; and  the  inference  would 
rather  he  that  he  must  have  been  aware  there  was  no  sufficient  ground 
for  the  reputation  of  the  first  marriage,  or  he  would  not  have  incurred 
the  guilt  of  felony,  and  the  danger  which  attends  it,  by  marrying  again. 
Upon  a trial  for  bigamy,  therefore,  the  prosecutor  would  have  been 
required  to  shew  a good  marriage  in  fact  with  this  defendant. 

But  the  course  of  presumptions  and  proofs  is  just  reversed,  when  we 
find  that  Andrew  Breakey  and  the  defendent  had  lived  together  as  man 
and  wife,  being  always  so  reputed,  for  nearly  thirty  years,  when  he  died, 
leaving  a son,  supposed  to  he  the  legitimate  issue  of  his  marriage,  with 
nothing  in  the  conduct  of  either  ot  the  parties  to  throw  discredit  upon 
the  presumption.  Then  the  person  who  comes,  as  the  plaintiff  does  here, 
to  bastardize  the  issue,  and  deny  his  right  to  inherit  on  the  ground  that 
there  never  was  a legal  marriage  between  his  parents,  and  that  what  had 
taken  place,  and  was  intended  and  supposed  to  be  a marriage,  was  illegal 
and  void,  must  prove  what  he  asserts.  We  are  not  to  presume  the  mar- 
riage to  be  illegal  merely  because  it  is  not  shewn  to  have  been  celebrated 
in  accordance  with  the  common  law  of  England.  That  would  be  taking 
for  granted  that  the  legislature  of  Ireland  had  made  no  positive  law  on 
the  subject,  that  they  had  erected  no  superstructure  on  what  we  can  only 
assume  to  have  been  the  basis  of  their  civil  code  ; and  it  cannot  be  just 
or  legal  that,  proceeding  thus  in  the  dark,  we  are  to  hold  an  unknown 


{a)  Eex  V.  Preston,  Buffer,  N.  P.  114. 
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number  of  marriages  which  have  been  solemnized  in  foreign  countries  to 
be  void,  and  thus  throw  families  into  difficulty  and  confusion  without  end, 
when  all  the  time  these  marriages  may  have  been  perfectly  legal  and 
regular,  according  to  the  laws  of  that  country,  by  which  alone  they  are  to 
stand  or  fall.  In  support  of  a marriage,  we  might,  indeed,  infer  justly 
and  safely  that  what  would  be  legal  among  ourselves  may  have  been  legal 
in  other  countries,  till  the  contrary  is  shewn ; but  we  have  no  right  to 
overthrow  what  may  have  been  rightly  done  abroad,  by  insisting  that 
every  thing  must  be  measured  by  our  own  standard.  The  one  who  seeks 
to  disturb  an  apparently  existing  relation,  must  show  that  he  has  clear 
ground  for  doing  it ; instead  of  being  aided  by  presumption,  he  will  have 
all  presumptions  against  him. 

In  mere  questions  of  property,  when  there  has  been  a long  enjoyment, 
courts  will  protect  the  possessor  by  entertaining  every  reasonable  pre- 
sumption in  support  of  his  right,  and  some  presumptions,  indeed,  that 
may  seem  unreasonable.  The  maxim  of  law  is,  “ Ex  diuturnitate  temporis 
omnia  presumuntur  solemniter  esse  acta.”  In  Elridge  v.  Knott,  {a) 
Lord  Mansfield  says  that  “ there  are  many  instances  not  within  the 
“ statute  of  limitations,  where,  from  a principle  of  quieting  possession,  the 
“ court  has  thought  a jury  should  presume  anything  to  support  a length 
“ of  possession.”  And  Lord  Coke  affirms  that  even  an  act  of  Parlia- 
ment  may  be  presumed,  and  this,  too,  in  the  case  of  the  crown,  which  is 
not  bound  by  the  statute  of  limitations.”  Thus,  where  a title  was  claimed 
under  the  Black  Prince,  which  could  only  have  been  divested  from  him  by 
act  of  parliament, — because  possession  had  gone  according  to  the  claim, 
the  court  presumed  an  act.  (5)  These  are  cases,  generally,  where  the 
enjoyment  has  been  for  a long  period,  but  tlie  cases  where  grants  are 
presumed  in  support  of  a possession  of  20  years,  or  even  less  than  20 
years,  where  the  presumption  is  attended  with  circumstances  to  support 
the  right,  are  numerous  and  familiar  to  every  one.  (c) 

In  favour  of  recognizing  the  tie  of  marriage,  these  principles  are 
strengthened  by  other  considerations  besides  mere  respect  for  the  existing 
state  of  things ; the  legitimacy  of  the  issue  does  not  involve  rights  to 
property  alone ; the  peace  and  reputation  of  families,  the  integrity  of  the 
most  intimate  social  relation,  are  concerned  in  believing  and  maintaining 
that  the  connection  which  has  been  long  evidenced  by  the  conduct  of 
parties  is,  in  fact,  what  it  has  always  appeared  to  be,  until  a conviction 
to  the  contrary  is  forced  upon  the  court  and  jury  by  clear  and  conclusive 
testimony.  The  law  always  presumes  in  favor  of  innocence,  and  there- 
fore, when  a woman  married  again  within  the  space  of  twelve  months 
after  her  husband  had  left  the  country,  the  presumption  of  innocence  was 
held  to  preponderate  over  the  usual  presumption  of  the  continuance  of 
life.(c^)  And  so  also  when  a person  is  required  to  do  an  act  the  omission 
to  do  which  would  be  criminal,  the  performance  of  that  act  will  be  pre- 
sumed until  the  contrary  be  shewn,  (e;  The  case  of  Wilkinson  v. 
Payne,  (/)  is  very  strong  in  its  bearing  upon  this  question,  and  supplies 
another  ground  on  which  this  marriage  should,  I think,  be  upheld,  even 


{a)  Cowper,  215.  (d)  Skinner,  78. 

(r)  Bealey  v.  Shaw  et  al.,  6 East.  215.  {d)  Rex,  v.  Twyning,  2 B.  & Aid.  386. 

(e)  3 E.  R.  192  ; 2 M.  & S.  558.  (/)  4 T.  R.  468. 
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without  the  help  of  the  late  statute,  that  is,  upheld  until  it  was  shewn  to 
be  illegal.  There  the  defendant  had  given  a note  for  180^.  to  the  plain- 
tiff, in  consideration  of  his  marrying  his  daughter.  The  note  was  sued 
upon ; the  defence  was  that  there  had  been  no  legal  marriage,  and  so,  no 
right  to  recover  the  money.  The  parties  had  been  married  by  licence 
when  the  plaintiff  was  under  age  ; his  parents  were  both  dead,  and  there 
was  no  legal  guardian,  so  that  there  could  have  been  no  legal  consent  to 
the  marriage.  Bnt  the  plaintiff’s  mother,  who  survived  the  father,  on 
her  death  bed,  desired  a friend  to  become  guardian  of  her  son,  and  the. 
marriage  was  with  his  assent.  When  the  plaintiff  came  of  age,  his  wife 
was  lying  in  extremis  on  her  death  bed,  and  died  in  three  weeks  after- 
wards ; but  in  her  life  time,  she  and  the  plaintiff  were  always  treated  by 
the  defendant  and  his  family  as  man  and  wife.  Upon  these  facts  it  was 
left  to  the  jury  to  presume  that  a legal  marriage  had  been  solemnized, 
after  the  plaintiff  came  of  age,  which  they  did,  and  found  a verdict  for 
the  plaintiff.  A new  trial  was  moved  for.  It  was  admitted  that  if  no 
evidence  of  the  illegal  marriage  had  been  given,  the  presumption  of  a legal 
one  might  have  arisen ; but  it  was  contended  that  the  only  marriage 
shewn  was  proved  to  be  illegal,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  wife  being  on 
her  death  bed  when  the  plaintiff  attained  his  majority,  and  having  survived 
only  three  weeks,  repelled  all  presumption  of  a subsequent  marriage ; 
but  though  the  parties  could  not  have  cohabited  more  than  three  or  four 
years,  and  not,  as  in  this  case,  nearly  thirty,  Lord  Kenyon,  who  was  a 
cautious  judge,  and  adhered  strictly  to  the  maxims  of  the  common  law, 
upheld  the  verdict.  “Although  the  marriage,”  he  said,  “ wasdefec- 
“ tive,  a subsequent  one  might  have  taken  place ; the  parties  cohabited 
“ for  a length  of  time,  and  were  treated  by  the  defendant  himself  as  man 
“ and  wife.  These  circumstances,  therefore,  afforded  a ground  on  which 
“ the  jury  presumed  a subsequent  marriage,  and  if  there  were  any  ground 
“ of  presumption,  it  was  sufficient.”  And  his  lordship  cited  a case  of 
Standen  v.  Standen,(a)  where  the  jury  presumed  a legal  marriage,  though 
there  was  strong  evidence  to  induce  a suspicion  that  there  had  not  been 
time  enough  for  the  banns  to  have  been  published  three  times.  In  Mor- 
ris V.  Miller,  Lord  Mansfield  said,  “ Except  in  cases  of  bigamy  and 
“ actions  for  criminal  conversation,  I know  of  none  where  reputation  is 
“ not  a good  proof  of  marriage.”  And  in  St.  Uevereux  v.  Much  Dew 
Church,  a settlement  case,  where  it  was  objected  that  no  publication  of 
banns  was  proved,  the  same  learned  judge  said  : “ In  a suit  in  the  ecclesias- 
“ tical  court  for  jactitation  of  marriage,  perhaps  it  may  be  necessary  to  prove 
“ that  all  the  solemnities  of  the  marriage  act  had  been  punctually  and 
“ regularly  complied  with,  but  God  forbid  that  in  other  cases,  the  legiti- 
“ macy  of  children  and  the  like,  the  usual  presumptive  proof  of  marriage 
“ should  be  taken  away  by  this  statute.” 

Admitting,  then,  that  the  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  present  case  had 
shewn  the  marriage  celebrated  in  Ireland  in  1816,  to  have  been  clearly 
illegal,  why  should  it  not,  upon  the  principles  of  this  case,  have  been  left 
to  the  jury  to  presume  that  the  parties  had,  subsequently  intermarried 
according  to  law,  rather  than  conclude  them  to  have  lived  thirty  years  in 
a state  of  criminal  intercourse,  and  their  issue  to  be  illegitimate.  If  it 


{a)  Peake’s  N.  P.  C.  45.  (6)  Sir  W.  Bl.  Rep.  632.  {c)  2 Sir  W.  Blackstone,  366. 
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I had  been  so  left,  and  the  jury  had  negatived  the  presumption,  it  would 
probably  have  been  considered  improper  to  disturb  their  verdict,  because 
no  evidence  directly  proving  the  fact  would  have  been  before  them  ; but 
if  they  had  acted  on  the  presumption,  and  had  found  a marriage,  I think 
it  very  clear  that  the  court  ought  to  have  upheld  it.  I am,  on  the  whole, 
of  opinion  that  the  marriage  of  Andrew  and  Jane  Breakey,  in  this  case,  was 
sufficiently  proved,  such  facts  being  shewn  as  would  make  it  legal  under 
I the  imperial  statute  5 & 6 Vic.,  ch.  115,  which  we  are  bound  j udicially 
to  notice.  This  alone  decides  the  question,  and  it  was  unnecessary  to 
’ the  decision  of  this  case  to  have  done  more  than  refer  to  the  statute  ; but 
I have  been  induced  to  go  into  a consideration  of  the  other  questions 
which  tho  case  leads  to,  from  a conviction  of  the  great  importance  of  not 
allowing  the  legality  of  marriages  to  be  called  in  question  under  such 
circumstances,  upon  insufficient  grounds.  But  I am  also  of  opinion  that, 
independently  of  that  statute,  the  marriage  celebrated  in  1816  cannot  be 
said  to  have  been  conclusively  shewn  to  be  illegal,  and  should,  therefore, 
i be  upheld  on  the  grounds  I have  stated ; and,  further,  that  if  this  last 
point  had  been  otherwise,  yet,  that  in  support  of  the  evidence  of  marriage, 
supplied  by  so  long  a cohabitation,  under  such  circumstances  as  were 
proved,  the  jury  should  have  been  directed  that  they  might  presume  a 
subsequent  legal  marriage,  and  that  they  would  have  been  warranted  in 
doing  so ; though  if  it  had  been  shewn  that  the  parties  were  known  or 
reputed  to  have  been  living  in  a state  of  concubinage,  it  would  have  been 
otherwise.  The  rule  should  in  my  opinion,  be  made  absofute  without 
costs,  because  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  defendant  to  shew  the  title  out 
of  John  Breakey,  which  she  will  have  an  opportunity  of  doing  upon  a new 
trial. 

Eule  absolute  without  costs. 


; Thomas  Clarkson  and  Thomas  Brunskill  v,  William  Noble. 

The  signature  of  the  clerk  of  an  auctioneer  on  behalf  of  a purchaser  at  an 
auction,  is  sufl&cient  to  charge  the  party  purchasing,  within  the  statute  of 
I frauds. 

\ An  offer  by  a purchaser  at  auction,  to  sell  to  another  person  the  goods  purchased 
i by  him,  is  not  such  a dealing  with  the  goods,  as  constitutes  an  acceptance  of 

[ them  to  take  a case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds. 

Where  goods  were  sold  by  auction,  but  not  having  been  taken  away  by  the  pur- 
I chaser,  were  afterwards  re-sold  at  a loss,  and  were  purchased  by  a person  who 
was  the  partner  of  the  auctioneer,  though  in  another  business  totally  distinct 
from  that  of  auctioneer,  and  an  action  was  afterwards  brought  by  the  auctioneer 
to  recover  from  the  first  purchaser  the  loss  on  the  re-sale  : Held,  that  it  was 
no  good  ground  of  objection  to  such  action  that  the  goods  on  the  re-sale  had 
been  purchased  by  such  partner  of  the  auctioneer. 

The  plaintiffs  sue  in  assumpsit,  and  declare  specially  in  the  first  count 
setting  forth  that  on  the  27th  July,  1843,  they  had  sold  by  public 
auction  a quantity  of  iron  bake  pans  and  castings,  then  being  in  a certain 
warehouse  of  the  plaintiffs’,  upon  the  following  conditions  of  sale,  “that 
the  highest  bidder  should  be  the  purchaser,  and  should  then  pay  for  the 
- same  if  the  purchase  was  under  25Z.,”  as  by  the  said  conditions  of  sale 
reference  being  thereto  had  would  appear ; that  the  defendant  became 
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the  highest  bidder  and  was  declared  to  be  the  buyer  of  a “certain  lot  of 
“ goods  under  the  said  conditions,  to  wit  the  said  bake  pans  and  castings  d 
“to  the  amount  of  3776  pounds  weight,  for  tbe  price  of  one  penny  for  sl 
“ each  pound  weight;  that  the  said  bake  pans,  &c,,  have  from  that  time 
“ remained  in  the  plaintiffs’  warehouse ; and  though  the  said  plaintiffs  have  i 
“ always  been  ready  and  willing  to  suffer  and  allow  the  defendant  to  take  , i 
“ the  same  upon  payment  of  the  purchase  money , yet  the  defendant  did  not,  i ; 
“ although  often  requested,  take  or  clear  away  the  said  goods,  or  pay  the  | i 
“ purchase  money  or  any  part  thereof.”  Second  count,  for  goods  bargained 
and  sold.  The  defendant  pleaded  first,  the  general  issue;  secondly,  as  U 
to  10^.  8s.  4:d.,  parcel  or  the  sum  claimed  in  the  first  county  that  the 
plaintiffs  agreed  that  a certain  part  “of  the  goods  bought  by  the  defend-  j-. 
“ ants,  viz.,  2500  pounds  of  the  castings  at  one  penny  per  pound,  should 
“ be  re-sold ; that  if  they  should  bring  as  much  on  the  second  sale,  then 
“ that  the  defendant  should  be  discharged  ; and  if  less,  then  he  was  to  pay 
“ the  deficiency  ;”  and  the  defendant  averred  that  the  goods  were  re-sold 
for  lOZ.  8s.  4:d.,  which  the  plaintiffs  received  and  accepted  in  discharge  h 
of  the  premises  in  the  introductory  part  of  the  plea  mentioned,  and  of 
the  damages  on  account  of  the  non-performance,  &c. ; thirdly,  as  to  ■ j 
8Z.  6s.  Sd.,  part  of  the  sum  in  the  first  count,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  ij 
after  the  sale  the  plaintiffs  agreed  to  to  retain  a certain  part  of  the  goods,  i,i 
and  to  discharge  the  defendant  of  so  much  of  the  price  bid,  &c.;  fourthly,  j. 
set-off.  The  plaintiffs  replied  to  the  second  plea,  that  they  did  not  re-sell  11 
the  goods  mentioned  in  it,  or  receive  for  the  same  lOZ.  8s.  4d.,  in  discharge  1-. 
aisd  satisfaction  of  so  much  of  the  sum  bid,  &c.  And  to  the  third  plea,  ! , 
that  they  did  not  retain  a portion  of  the  goods,  &c.  as  in  that  plea  men-  ; • 
tioned,  in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  sum  of  81.  6s.  8d.,  &c.  In  j i 
their  particulars  delivered,  the  plaintiffs  stated  their  claim  to  be  for  3766 
pounds  weight  of  castings  at  one  penny  per  pound,  15Z.  13s.  \0d.]  and  for  ji 
4000  pounds  weight  of  castings  at  one  penny  per  pound,  16Z.  13s.  4<i.  It  ji 
was  proved  at  the  trial,  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  owners  of  the  goods,  sold  to  ! j 
the  defendant,  at  public  auction,  a lot  of  iron  castings,  consisting  chiefly 
or  wholly  of  bake  kettles,  then  lying  in  their  warehouse,  at  one  penny 
per  pound.  At  the  time  of  the  sale  the  weight  had  not  yet  been  ascer-  |-l 
tained,  but  in  a day  or  two  afterwards  it  was  ascertained,  and  was  entered  ‘ill 
in  the  sales’  book  as  3776  pounds,  at  one  penny  per  pound.  The  defen-  i i 
dant  declining  to  take  them,  another  sale  took  place  some  months  after-  |-’ 
wards,  when  3590  pounds  of  the  castings  were  sold,  which  brought  only  j ^ 
6Z,  2s.  2cZ., whereas  on  the  first  sale,  the  price  bid  for  the  same  quantity  by  j 
the  defendant  was  15Z.  17s.  The  plaintiffs  desired  to  recover  the  difference  | i 
or  9Z.  14s.  10<i.,  as  the  loss  which  they  had  sustained  by  the  defendant’s  | ' 
not  completing  his  purchase.  It  appeared  that  at  the  second  sale,  3030  j ^ 
pounds  of  the  castings  were  bought  at  the  low  price  of  one  farthing  per  i ^ 
pound,  by  Clarkson,  (one  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  cause)  and  one  John  li 
Brunskill,  which  two  persons  composed  a trading  firm  in  the  country,  the  j i 
same  Clarkson  with  Thomas  Brunskill  composing  the  firm  in  town,to  which  j 
the  goods  sold  belonged,  and  in  which  it  was  not  shewn  thatJ’6>^?^  Bruns-  j. 
kill  had  any  interest.  Tbe  following  objections  were  taken  at  the  trial:  I 
First,  that  the  conditions  of  sale  stated  in  the  declaration  were  not  proved.  || 
Secondly,  that  a partner  of  the  plaintiffs’  having  purchased  at  the  sale,  j 
the  plaintiffs  could  have  no  claim  to  damages  by  reason  of  any  loss  on  j 
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that  sale.  Thirdly,  that  the  alleged  contract  came  within  the  17th  section 
of  the  statute  of  frauds  ; that  the  clerk  who  entered  the  sales  at  the  first 
auction  was  a person  in  the  service  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  could  not,  there- 
fore, be  held  to  be  an  agent  of  both  buyer  and  seller,  sufficient  to  bind 
the  vendor  by  his  signature  under  the  statute.  And,  fourthly,  that  if  he 
were  the  agent  of  both,  yet,  that  there  was  no  sufficient  memorandum  of 
the  contract  shewn,for  that  the  entries  made  by  him  at  the  time  of  the  sale, 
specified  no  certain  quantity  sold;  and  it  was  contended  that,  although 
the  quantity  was  afterwards  ascertained  and  entered,  yet  that  such  subse- 
quent entry  was  not  a compliance  with  the  statute.  These  objections 
were  reserved  by  the  learned  judge  for  consideration  in  term,  giving  the 
defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a nonsuit  if  the  court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  verdict  could  not  be  sustained.  The  jury,  under  the 
direction  of  the  learned  judge,  gave  a verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  with  £9 
14s.  lOd.  damages,  being  the  amount  of  the  loss  proved  to  have  been 
sustained  upon  the  second  sale. 

Blake,  for  the  defendant,  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  a nonsuit  on  the 
leave  reserved. 

Hagarty  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Bird  v.  Boulter,(a)  Wright  v.  Perci- 
val,(6)  Chaplain  V.  Kogers,(c)  Petit  v.  Mitchell.(<i) 

Blake,  in  support  of  the  rule,  cited  McLean  v.  Dunn  et  al.,(e)  Greaves 
V.  Ashton, (/)  Hagedorn  v.  Laing,(^)  Storey  on  Agency, (7i)  Elmore  v. 
Kingscote.f^  i) 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — I am  of  opinion  that  upon  the  evidence,  if  the  verdict 
can  be  sustained,  it  can  be  only  upon  the  special  count.  The  re-sale  by 
the  plaintiffs  puts  an  end  to  any  right  of  action  as  for  goods  bargained 
and  sold  on  the  first  sale.(y)  Then,  as  regards  the  objections  that  were 
taken  at  the  trial  to  the  plaintiffs’  recovering  on  the  first  count: — They 
were,  1st,  that  the  conditions  of  sale  averred  in  the  declaration  were  not 
proved.  This  refers  to  the  terms  that  purchases  under  257.  should  be 
paid  for  at  the  time  of  sale.  Such  a condition  does  appear  in  writing  at 
the  head  of  the  entries  of  sales  of  these  goods  in  the  auctioneer’s  book. 
It  would  appear,  indeed,  that  the  sale  proposed  to  be  made  under  that 
heading  was  of  groceries  only,  and,  certainly,  the  articles  in  question  here 
•were  not  groceries ; but  the  condition  was  evidently  intended  to  applyto 
whatever  should  be  sold  on  that  occasion,  and  I think  it  must  be  so 
applied;  as  if  it  had  been  written  “groceries  and  other  things.”  We 
must  look  at  the  word  “ groceries,”  as  inserted  for  the  mere  purpose  of 
describing  what  was  about  to  be  sold  ; and  it  appears  from  what  is  else- 
where written  in  the  account  of  the  proceedings,  that  it  was  a false  or 
imperfect  description.  There  is  the  less  reason  to  lay  stress  upon  this 
objection,  from  the  circumstance  that  this  alleged  condition  is  nothing 
more  than  the  condition  that  would  be  implied  in  all  sales  where  nothing 
is  said  to  the  contrary.  It  has  a mere  negative  effect.  For  larger  sales 
a credit  was  to  be  given,  but  on  sales  under  257.,  no  credit ; in  other 
words,  no  special  stipulation,  so  that  it  seems  to  me  that  it  was  unimport- 
ant to  insert  it  in  the  declaration  at  all.  There  is  nothing,  I think,  in  the 


{a)  I N.  & M.  313. 
{d)  6 Jurist,  1016, 
(g-)  6 Taunt.  162. 
(;)  6 Taunt,  162. 


[b)  3 Jurist,  1145. 
(<?)  4 Bing.  712. 
[h]  Page  199. 


(c)  I East,  195. 

( f)  3 Camp.  426. 
(i)  5 B.  & C.  583. 
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objection  that  the  clerk  at  the  auction  being  a clerk  in  the  ordinary  em- 
ployment of  the  plaintilfs,  the  vendor,  could  not  be  treated  as  the  agent 
of  both  parties,  so  as  to  make  his  signature  in  the  auction  book  binding 
on  the  vendee.  The  case  cited  of  Bird  v.  Boulter,  {a)  is  expressly  in 
point,  and  it  is  right  to  hold,  as  Patteson,  J.,  held  in  that  case,  that  the 
clerk  so  employed  was  a third  party,  not  either  of  the  contracting  par- 
‘‘  ties;  he  was  sitting  there  as  the  agent  of  all,  acknowledged  by  the  silent 
‘‘ consent  of  all.”  Ido  not  see  that  the  case  can  b3  affected  by  the 
circumstance  that  Clarkson,  one  of  the  vendors,  was  also  a vendee  at  the 
second  sale,  being  partner  with  John  Brunskill,  in  the  country,  who  pur- 
chased at  the  second  sale.  Clarkson  and  Thomas  Brunskill,  the  partner- 
ship trading  in  town,  cannot  be  treated  by  us  as  identical  with  the  same 
Clarkson  and  John  Brunskill  trading  together  as  a distinct  firm  in  the 
country.  We  should  introduce  great  confusion  into  mercantile  affairs,  if 
we  were  not  to  hold  these  interests  as  distinct,  in  courts  of  justice,  as 
they  are  undoubtedly  understood  to  be  in  all  commercial  transactions. 
We  must  look  upon  the  second  sale  as  made  to  other  parties  than  the 
vendors  in  the  first,  for  John  Brunskill  had,  for  all  that  appears,  no 
interest  as  vendor,  nor  Thomas  Brunskill  as  vendee,  in  either  of  the  sales. 
Another  objection  is,  that  the  written  memorandum  was  incomplete, 
inasmuch  as  it  did  not  contain,  on  the  first  day  of  sale,  a statement  of  the 
number  of  pounds  sold;  but  it  is  not  requisite  that  a complete  memoran- 
dum should  be  made  on  one  paper  and  all  written  at  one  time.  All  that 
the  statute  requires  is  that  there  should  be  written  evidence  of  the  con- 
tract signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged,  or  his  agent ; different  papers 
written  at  different  times,  if  they  are  connected  by  a clear  reference  to 
each  other,  have  been,  in  many  cases,  accepted  as  sufficient  under  the 
statute.  The  agent  of  both  parties  in  this  case  put  up  a certain  lot  and 
sold  it  at  so  much  per  pound  to  the  defendant,  and,  as  soon  as  it  could 
be  done  conveniently,  after  the  sale,  he  ascertained  the  number  of  pounds 
in  the  lot,  and  set  them  down  in  the  book,  thereby  completing  the 
entry. (6)  So  far,  it  appears  to  me,  the  memorandum  is  sufficient.  It 
specifies  the  article  sold,  the  quantity  and  the  price,  and  to  whom  sold, 
and  is  signed  by  the  agent  of  the  party  charged  in  this  action  ; but  it 
might,  I apprehend,  be  objected  to  it,  that  it  does  not  contain  the  names  of 
both  the  contracting  parties.  For  all  that  I can  see  on  the  book,  which 
constitutes  the  only  written  evidence,  any  body  else  might  have  sued  as 
the  owners  of  these  goods  as  well  as  the  plaintiffs.  There  is  nothing  in 
writing  to  shew  that  they  were  either  the  auctioneers  or  the  owners.  But 
the  truth  seems  to  have  been  well  known  and  understood  by  the  parties 
at  the  trial,  and  admitted  in  the  argument,  and  as  no  objection  was  taken 
on  the  trial,  we  could  not  grant  a nonsuit  upon  it ; and  as  it  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  real  justice  of  the  case,  we  should  not  go  out  of  our  way 
to  give  effect  to  it.  If  it  had  been  necessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  rely  on 
the  supposed  evidence  of  acceptance  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  stariite, 
thev  must,  I think,  have  failed.  There  was  nothing  proved  here  at  all 
equivalent  to  what  was  proved  in  the  case  cited  of  Chaplin  v.  Eogers,(c) 
for  there  the  vendee  had  actually  sold  again  part  of  the  hay  purchased  by 


ia)  1 Nev.  & Man.  313. 

{h)  2 Stark.  Ev.  493  ; 5 Esp.  H.  P.  C,  256  ; 1 Car.  & Kirwan,  561. 
(c)  1 E.,E.  193. 
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him,  and  his  vendee  had  taken  some  of  it  away.  Here  this  defendant 
had  done  nothing  more  than  offer  to  sell  to  a third  party  some  of  the  iron 
which  had  been  knocked  down  to  him  ; but  the  mere  offer  to  sell  has  not 
j been  deemed  such  a dealing  with  the  goods  as  constitutes  an  acceptance. 
-*  Smith  V.  Surman.(a) 

Rule  discharged 


McMartin  V.  Graham  et  al. 

When  there  are  several  issues  in  a cause,  and  the  jury  find  a general  verdict  for 
1 the  plaintiff  which  does  not  dispose  of  the  specific  issues  raised,  a new  trial 
will  be  granted. 

In  an  action  against  a sherifi’s  sureties,  under  3 Will.  IV.  ch.  8,  it  must  be  shewn 
that  the  default  or  negligence  for  which  the  action  is  brought  took  place  during 
! the  term  for  which  they  were  liable  under  their  covenant. 

Senible,  that  if  a sheriff,  having  an  execution  against  a person  to  whom  he  is 
' indebted,  agrees  with  that  person  to  assume  the  amount  of  the  execution,  and 
i pay  it  to  the  plaintiff,  and  receives  from  the  debtor  a credit  for  so  much  on 
the  debt  due  from  himself,  but  does  not  pay  over  the  money  to  the  plaintiff  in 
J the  writ,  that  is  such  conduct  as  the  sureties  will  be  answerable  for  under  the 
covenant. 

Covenant  under  3 Will.  lY.  ch.  8,  against  the  defendants  as  sureties 
for  the  late  sheriff  of  the  Bathurst  District.  The  breaches  assigned  are 
t 1st,  that  a fi.  fa.  from  the  District  Court  of  the  district  of  Bathurst  in  a case 
5 of  this  plaintiff  against  one  J.  Graham,  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  to  be 
I executed,  and  that  although  the  said  J.  Graham  had  goods,  the  sheriff 
Lj  neglected  to  levy,  and  falsely  returned  that  he  had  seized  goods  to  the 
amount,  which  remained  in  his  hands  unsold  for  the  want  of  buyers  ; — 
whereas,  in  fact,  the  late  sheriff  did  seize  goods,  as  in  the  return  stated, 

I but  they  did  not  remain  unsold  for  want  of  buyers,  but  the  sheriff  wilfully 
t neglected  to  expose  them  to  sale,  whereby  the  plaintiff  has  been  deprived 
of  the  means  of  obtaining  his  debt,  which  is  still  unpaid. 

12nd  breach  charges  that  the  sheriff  did  make  the  money  on  the  fi.  fa. 
but  neglected  to  pay  it  over,  and  falsely  returned  that  he  had  seized 
goods,  &c.,  which  remained  unsold  in  his  hands  for  want  of  buyers. 

[ Defendants  plead,  1st,  non  est  factum.  2nd,  to  the  second  breach,  that 
['  • the  sheriff  did  not  levy  the  money  as  therein  alleged.  3rd,  to  the  first 
f breach,  that  at  the  time  of  the  return  made  to  the  fi.  fa.  plaintiff  accepted 
i of  such  return,  well  knowing  at  the  time  that  it  was  not  true,  but  was 
I false  and  deceitful,  and  upon  such  return  sued  out  a writ  of  ven.  ex., 

; and  on  the  10th  December,  1842,  delivered  it  to  the  sheriff;  that  this 
; writ  has  not  been  set  aside,  but  still  remains  in  force,  and  then  prays 
q Judgment  whether  the  plaintiff  can  maintain  his  action;  after  having 
i’  adopted  the  return  as  true.  4th,  defendants  plead  to  the  first  breach 
that  the  sheriff  did  not,  during  the  four  years  for  which  the  covenant  was 
in  force,  neglect  to  expose  the  goods  for  sale,  but  that  he  did  use  all  due 
I diligence  to  make  the  money  directed  to  be  levied.  Plaintiff  joins  issue 
I ^ on  the  first  two  pleas,  and  on  the  fourth.  To  the  third  plea  he  replies 
. j that  when  he  accepted  the  return  he  did  not  know  it  was  false.  The  jury 
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on  the  trial  returned  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  32^.  16s.  lOc^.  dam-  j 
ages,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court.  , 

A.  Wilson,  for  defendant,  moved  to  set  aside  this  verdict  and  enter  a j 
non-suit,  pursuant  to  leave  reserved,  or  for  a new  trial  for  the  want  of  | 
any  finding  by  the  jury  on  the  issues  on  the  second  and  fourth  pleas,  or  i 
why  the  damages  assessed  for  plaintiff  should  not  be  struck  out.  The  , 
debtor,  Mr.  J.  Graham,  was  a witness  on  the  trial,  and  swore  that  a few  j 
days  after  the  fi.  fa.  came  to  the  late  sheriff,  he  settled  with  him  the  j 
amount  to  be  levied,  by  crediting  the  same,  with  the  consent  of  the  sheriff,  ! 
against  a large  amount  due  by  the  sheriff  to  him.  The  goods  of  the  | 
debtor  had  been  seized  but  were  never  removed ; and  he  heard  the  sheriff  ' 
tell  his  deputy  to  return  on  the  writ,  that  they  remained  unsold  for  want  | 
of  buyers.  This  statement  was  confirmed  by  a person  who  had  been  | 
clerk  in  the  late  sheriff’s  office,  who  swore  that  the  sheriff  assumed  the  debt  j 
in  this  fi.  fa.,  and  thereby  induced  Mr.  J.  Graham  to  release  an  action  he  \ 
had  brought  against  the  sheriff  and  his  sureties  for  some  breach  of  duty.  ( 
It  was  objected  on  the  defence,  that  there  was  no  proof  that  the  money  j 
was  levied,  as  charged  in  the  2nd  breach ; no  proof  of  the  time  of  making  j 
the  return  complained  of  j and  so  it  was  not  shewn  to  be  within  the  four  | 
years  covered  by  the  covenant.  That  the  plaintiff’s  acceptance  of  the  j. 
return  was  conclusive  upon  him,  and  that  there  was  no  proof  of  any  wilful  | 
default  or  misconduct  within  the  four  years.  These  objections  being  | 
reserved,  the  defendants  went  into  their  case  and  proved  by  the  deputy  sheriff  j, 
that  the  sheriff  made  the  return  just  before  the  venditioni  exponas  issued  | 
(10th  December,  1842);  that  he  had  received  the  fi.  fa.  and  made  the  levy  ' 
on  7th  September,  1842,  but  nothing  was  ever  done  afterwards  on  the  i 
seizure ; that  McMartin  was  told  that  there  was  some  understanding  be-  | 
tween  the  sheriff  and  Mr.  J.  Graham,  but  not  that  the  sheriff  had  assumed  j 
the  debt,  or  how  it  was  arranged  : that  the  plaintiff  knew,  when  the  return  1 
was  made,  that  the  goods  had  never  been  advertised  or  offered  for  sale,  , 
but  that  he  might  not  have  been  aware  that  they  were  not  in  the  sheriff’s  I 
possession.  The  jury  found  that  the  seizure  was  made  before  the  19th  ji 
September,  1842,  on  which  day  the  covenant  expired;  and  that  the  !i 
plaintiff  was  aware,  when  he  issued  the  second  writ,  that  the  “goods  had  il 
“ never  been  advertised  or  offered  for  sale.”  And  a verdict  to  this  effect  j' 
was  endorsed  on  the  record — not  specifically  disposing  of  any  issue  to  | 
which  such  finding  might  be  thought  to  apply,  but  merely  finding  that  j 
fact.  ji 

A.  Wilson,  for  the  defendant,  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  on  I 
the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  improperly  rendered  ; that  there  was  no  ! 
sufficient  finding  upon  the  issue ; and  also  upon  the  law  and  evidence.  | 

Sherwood,  S.  G.,  shewed  cause. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  on  the  first  breach,  | 
it  was  at  least  necessary  to  shew  that  the  sheriff  wilfully  neglected  to  sell  j 
the  goods  after  seizure,  and  that  such  neglect  occurred  before  the  19th  j 
September,  1842,  when  the  covenant  sued  on  expired  ; because,  for  any  I 
default  or  misfeasance  after  that  day,  these  defendants  would  not  be  ? 
liable.  But  further,  it  appears  that  the  gist  of  the  action  on  this  breach  I 
is  the  false  return,  the  negligence  being  material  only  as  shewing  that  I 
the  return  was  false ; that  is,  false  in  this,  that  whereas  he  returned  that  j 
the  goods  remained  unsold  for  want  of  buyers,  he  neglected  to  expose  || 
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them  to  sale  and  made  no  attempt  to  procure  buyers.  Then  to  this 
breach  the  defendant's  answer  is,  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  return 
which  he  complains  of  as  false,  (and  which  was  made  after  the  19th  Sep- 
tember, 1842,)  knowing  that  it  was  not  true;  that  is,  knowing  that  it  was 
not  true  that  the  sheriff  could  not  find  buyers,  and  sued  a writ  of  vendi- 
tioni exponas  upon  it ; which  is  still  in  force,  and  delivered  it  to  the 
sheriff.  To  which  the  plaintiff  replies,  he  did  not  know  it  was  false. 
The  jury  find  that  the  plaintiff  was  aware  when  he  sued  out  the  venditioni 
exponas,  that  the  goods  never  had  been  advertised  or  offered  for  sale. 
The  goods  were  seized  on  the  7th  September,  1842,  and  no  further  steps 
taken  under  the  fi.  fa.  till  it  was  returned  on  the  10th  December,  1842. 
How  then  stands  the  matter  on  this  issue  ? In  my  opinion  the  finding 
does  not  shew  that  the  verdict  should  necessarily  have  been  for  the 
plaintiff,  because  it  may  nevertheless  be  uncertain  whether  the  plaintiff 
did  or  did  not  know  that  the  sheriff  could  not  find  buyers.  If  the  plaintiff 
knew  that  it  was  not  truly  asserted,  that  buyers  could  not  have  been 
found, and  yet  was  willing  to  take  the  further  course  by  venditioni  exponas, 
as  plaintiffs  often  do,  either  when  they  are  willing  to  grant  indulgence  to 
the  debtor  or  to  sanction  a delay  which  the  sheriff  has  ventured  to  grant, 
it  could  not  be  material,  whether  the  plaintiff  did  or  did  not  know  that 
the  goods  had  been  advertised  or  offered  for  sale  ; the  knowledge  of  the 
latter  fact  is  not  the  same  thing  as  the  knowledge  of  the  former.  This 
issue  was  therefore,  I think,  not  determined  by  the  jury,  for  it  is  not 
found  whether  the  plaintiff  did  or  did  not  accept  the  return  and  act  upon 
it  being  aware  that  it  was  not  true  ; and  that  is  the  defence  pleaded. 

Then  as  to  the  other  issue  upon  this  breach  raised  upon  the  4th  plea, 
there  is  no  verdict  whatever  given  upon  it,  so  that  is  not  disposed  of  ; and 
as  to  the  evidence  that  was  given  upon  that  point,  I cannot  say  that  it 
clearly  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  succeed,  confining  our  view  to  the  mere 
plea  pleaded.  The  sheriff  levied  on  the  7th  September,  he  might  have 
therefore,  in  strictness,  sold  on  the  15th;  and  if  so,  fthen  he  allow- 
ed four  days  to  pass  between  that  day  and  the  19th  of  September, 
without  selling  on  a writ  returnable  in  l!7ovember.  For  any  neglect  after 
the  19th  of  September  these  defendants  are  not  liable.  It  should  have 
been  left  to  the  jury  to  find,  whether  under  the  circumstances  there  was 
such  negligence  as  to  constitute  wilful  or  negligent  misconduct  in  allowing 
these  four  days  to  pass  without  selling  the  goods,  when  he  was  not  bound 
to  have  the  money  before  the  following  term. 

And  as  regards  the  first  breach,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  for  what  he  complains  of  as  the  false  return ; for  from  all  that 
appears,  the  return  was  not  made  till  after  the  covenants  had  expired. 
If  made  after  the  19th  of  September,  1842,  which  from  the  evidence  I 
infer  it  was,  it  would  be  a wilful  act  of  misconduct  for  which  the  succeed- 
ing sureties  would  be  liable,  but  not  these  defendants.  The  sheriff 
indeed  would  be  liable  to  no  action  for  the  alleged  negligence,  till  he  had 
made  his  return.  Then  besides  that,  the  plaintiff  shewed  no  cause  of 
1 action  under  this  breach  accruing  within  the  four  years ; the  issues  on 
j that  breach  have  not  been  disposed  of.  So  that  as  respects  the  first 
I breach,  the  verdict  cannot  in  my  opinion  be  upheld. 

I Then  as  to  the  second  breach,  which  charges  that  the  sheriff  made  the 
money  but  did  not  pay  it  over,  an  action  for  money  levied  it  is  clear  will 
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lie  before  any  return  of  fieri  feci ; but  here  again  the  action  is  not  for  the  : 
money,  but  for  the  false  return,  which  was  not  before  the  covenant  had  i 
expired.  The  defendants  plead  to  this  breach,  that  the  sheriff  did  not 
make  the  money,  and  the  jury  has  not  found  whether  he  did  or  not.  I 
Tor  these  reasons  I think  the  verdict  cannot  be  sustained  on  the  second 
breach. 

The  plaintiff  proved  the  deed,  and  is  therefore  entitled  to  a verdict  on  ; 
the  issue  of  non  est  factum,  to  give  him  the  costs  of  that  issue.  Instead  | 
therefore,  of  granting  a nonsuit  as  prayed,  there  must  in  my  opinion  be  a j 
new  trial  without  costs.  From  what  I have  stated, it  will  appear  that  in  my  | 
judgment  the  plaintiff  cannot  succeed  in  another  trial  on  this  action,  i 
where  the  breach  of  duty  complained  of  is  the  false  return,  unless  that  i 
return  was  made  during  the  existence  of  this  covenant  on  or  before  the  j 
19th  September,  1842.  If  the  facts  however  were  such  as  they  were  r 
sworn  to  be  at  the  trial,  and  if  the  arrangement  by  which  the  sheriff  | 
assumed  the  debt  took  place  while  the  covenant  was  running,  which  is  not  ! 
apparent  on  the  evidence,!  do  not  hold  that  he  did  not  not  incur  a liability,  ' 
for  which  these  defendants  also  were  bound.  It  is  not  for  the  court  to  ; 
suggest  to  the  party  his  form  of  remedy  against  sureties,  but  I think  he  j 
has  mistaken  it  here ; supposing  that  the  facts  were  clearly  such  as  to 
shew  a breach  of  duty  in  any  shape,  before  or  on  the  19th  of  September,  j 

I^ew  trial,  without  costs. 

j 


Lee  V.  Eapelje,  (Sheriff.) 

A sheriff  cannot  defend  himself  in  an  action  of  trespass  brought  against  him  by  ! 
one  of  two  joint  tenants,  by  shewing  a writ  of  fieri  facias  against  the  other  i 
of  the  joint  tenants,  under  which  the  alleged  trespass  was  committed,  unless  t 
he  has  justified  specially  under  the  writ  as  a defence ; but  where  he  had  i . 
omitted  to  do  so,  and  a verdict  was  found  against  him,  the  court  granted  a new  I 
trial  on  payment  of  costs,  with  leave  to  him  to  amend  his  pleadings.  j 

Trespass  against  the  sheriff  of  the  Talbot  District,  for  breaking  and  ' 
entering  the  plaintiff’s  house  and  taking  away  goods,  in  the  first  count,  | 
and  for  taking  away  goods  alone,  in  the  second  count.  The  defendant  ! 
pleaded,  1st,  that  neither  the  dwelling  house  nor  the  goods  belonged  to  ! 
the  plaintiff.  2nd,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the  goods,  i 
3rd,  as  to  the  undivided  moiety  of  the  goods  mentioned,  that  such  undi-  : 
vided  half  was  not  the  property  of  the  plaintiff.  Upon  these  pleas  issues  i 
were  joined.  A.t  the  trial,  the  defendant  desired  to  justify  the  seizure  of  j 
the  goods  under  an  execution  against  one  Kimball,  who,  it  was  conten  ded,  ; 
was  joint  tenant  with  the  plaintiff  of  the  goods  in  question,  and  there  was  i 
a great  deal  of  evidence  on  the  subject  tending  to  that  conclusion,  i 
elicited  from  the  plaintiff’s  own  witnesses  ; and  the  learned  judge  express-  : 
ing  a strong  opinion  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  he  declined  calling  any  i 
witnesses,  and  the  jury  were  directed  to  find  a verdict  in  his  favour,  but  J 
they  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  70Z.  damages.  i 

Foster  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  as  being  con-  j 
trary  to  law,  evidence  and  the  judge’s  charge.  j 

Ecdes  shewed  cause.  | 

Eobinson,  C.  j. — There  should  be  a new  trial  in  this  case,  on  payment  I 
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of  costs.  It  is  clear  on  many  authorities,  that  the  sheriff  having  a fi.  fa. 
against  the  goods  snd  chattels  of  two  partners  or  joint  owners  of  goods, 
can  seize  and  sell  the  goods  wherever  they  are,  and  the  effect  of  such  sale 
will  he  to  make  the  vendee  a joint  owner  with  the  other;  though  the 
common  course  is  to  go  into  equity  in  such  cases,  where  a partnership 
account  will  be  taken  and  the  owner  whose,  interest  should  not  be 
affected  by  the  fi.  fa.,  and  obtain  a share  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  in 
proportion  to  his  share  in  the  property.  The  sheriff  cannot  be  treated 
as  a trespasser  by  the  one  partner,  in  selling  the  goods  under  an  execu- 
tion against  the  other.  It  is  a course  which  the  law  sanctions. 

The  evidence  perhaps  might  not  be  regarded  by  the  jury  as  perfectly 
satisfactory  for  establishing  the  fact  of  a joint  interest  in  the  goods,  but 
it  certainly  was  strong  to  that  effect ; indeed  the  plaintiff’s  son  and 
others  who  were  able  to  speak  to  that  particular  point  from  better  grounds 
than  their  own  belief  merely,  swore  that  the  plaintiff  himself  had  admitted 
to  them  that  he  and  Kimball  were  in  partnership  in  the  house  and  stock 
not  generally  ; and  these  were  the  plaintiff’s  witnesses.  The  defendant  did 
not  go  into  his  case  because  the  learned  judge  expressed  so  strong  an  opinion 
in  his  favor  upon  the  plaintiff’s  evidence  alone,  that  he  supposed  it  to 
be  unnecessary.  The  jury,  however,  notwithstanding  they  were  directed 
in  favour  of  the  defendant,  found  the  other  way.  If  any  part  of  the 
damages  given  by  them  was  on  account  of  the  alleged  trespass  to  the  free- 
hold, that  would  clearly  be  wrong,  because  the  plaintiff  was  at  the  time 
not  in  possession  at  all  in  fact,  and  could  only  be  regarded  at  the  utmost 
as  being  in  possession  in  common  with  Kimball,  upon  whose  possession 
the  sheriff  was  bound  under  the  writ  to  enter.  As  regards  the  goods, 
whatever  evidence  went  clearly  to  the  point  of  property,  shewed  them  to 
be  joint  property,  by  the  confession  of  the  plaintiff  himself. 

When  we  were  about  to  dispose  of  this  case  last  term,  it  was  noticed 
that  there  was  a point  which  it  was  apprehended  had  not  been  considered 
namely,  that  as  the  pleading  stood  on  the  record,  the  defendant  was  not 
in  a condition  to  set  up  the  defence,  which  he  had  done,  for  want  of  a 
plea  justifying  as  sheriff  under  the  alleged  execution.  I am  not  sure  that 
this  objection  was  urged  on  the  argument,  for  I have  no  note  of  it ; but 
it  was  incumbent  on  the  court  to  see  that  a defence  was  not  allowed 
which  the  record  did  not  admit  of,  and  at  any  rate  as  the  plaintiff  has 
recovered,  the  ground  is  a good  one  to  urge  in  support  of  the  verdict ; 
unquestionably  if  it  were  necessary  to  the  defence  here,  that  reliance 
should  be  placed  on  the  defendant’s  legal  authority  to  do  as  sheriff  what 
he  could  not  have  done  as  a stranger,  without  being  liable  in  trespass  at 
the  suit  of  this  plaintiff,  then  it  was  indispensably  necessary  that  the 
authority  should  be  specially  pleaded. 

As  to  that,  I take  the  law  to  be  that  when  a sheriff,  levying  an  execu- 
tion against  a debtor,  seizes  upon  it  goods  which  he  finds  in  the  exclusive 
possession  of  the  debtor,  and  a third  party,  claiming  to  be  the  true  owner, 
sues  him  in  trespass,  relying  as  he  must  in  such  a case  upon  his  right  of 
property,  the  defendant  may,  in  some  cases  at  least,  contest  his  right 
under  the  general  issue,  as,  for  instance,  when  the  plaintiff  claims  under 
an  assignment  from  the  debtor,  which,  it  appears  evident  to  the  jury,  was 
only  a pretended  and  colourable  transfer,  and  not  a bona  fide  transaction 
intended  to  change  the  property  ; there  upon  the  general  issue  the  right 
24  TJ.  c.  Q.  B.  2 
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to  claim  under  such  an  assignment  may  be  denied.  The  plaintiff  in  such  a ; 
case  has  nothing  to  stand  upon  but  his  right  of  property,  which  the  defen-  i 
dant  may  have  had  no  notice  or  knowledge  of,  nor  any  reason  to  imagine ; he 
is,  therefore,  under  the  necessity  of  shewing  it ; and  it  would  seem  repugnant  | 
to  reason  to  say,  that  the  evidence  which  he  adduces  for  that  purpose,  may 
not,  like  all  other  evidence,  be  questioned,  shaken  or  contradicted.  The  i 
sheriff,  in  such  a case,  has  not  interfered  with  any  apparent  right  of 
property,  there  is  no  prima  facie  case  against  him  ; and  until  the  plaintiff 
has  shewn  the  actual  property  in  the  goods,  he  has  no  more  right  to  come  j 
into  court  and  claim  damages  than  any  other  stranger.  It  was  on  this  | 
principle  that  Martin  v.  Podger,(a)  was  decided,  and  the  new  rules  of  ii 
pleading  can  have  made  no  change  in  this  respect.  But  the  question  is,  j 
whether  such  a principle  can  properly  be  applied  in  this  case  ; and  it  is  j 
plain,  I think,  that  it  cannot.  If  any  stranger,  not  armed  with  legal  ii;, 
authority,  had  detained  or  injured  these  goods,  or  had  taken  them  out  of  I 
Kimball’s  possession  and  sold  them,  the  plaintiff,  Lee,  as  joint  owner,  |: 
which  he  was  shewn  to  be  of  soilie  of  them  at  least,  though  I doubt  jil 
whether  his  concern  in  them  was  not  much  overvalued  in  the  verdict,  | 
could  undoubtedly  have  brought  trespass,  and  the  general  issue  in  such 
an  action  would  have  only  put  the  alleged  injury  in  issue ; the  denial  of  I 
the  plaintiff’s  property  in  the  goods,  would  have  compelled  him  to  prove  , 
his  property  of  course.  Such  pleas  are  pleaded  here,  though  not  well,  !:  i 
because  the  denial  of  the  plaintiff’s  right  to  the  goods  in  the  second  t ; 
count  goes  only  to  an  undivided  half  of  the  goods,  leaving  the  right  to  the  | , 
other  half  undisputed  ; such  right  therefore  may  have  been  in  the  plaintiff,  , i 
and  would  enable  him  to  bring  trespass  against  any  person  wantonly  ([ 
intermeddling  with  them.  It  is  plain  then  that  what  the  defendant  1 1 
relies  upon  here  is,  that  though  he  might  be  liable  in  trespass  for  these  ||4 
same  goods,  and  to  this  plaintiff,  if  he  had  taken  them  without  authority,  , ; 
yet  that  having  legal  process  which  made  it  his  duty  to  seize  the  goods,  1 1 
on  account  of  the  joint  interest  which  another  person  had  in  them,  he  \i 
had  seized  and  converted  the  whole  chattels  as  he  lawfully  might ; leaving  i 
the  plaintiff  to  such  remedy  in  regard  to  the  proceeds  as  the  law  allows,  !i  7 
or  to  his  right  still  to  claim  a joint  ownership  in  them  with  the  vendee.  5 
But  this  legal  authority  clearly  must  be  specially  pleaded.  I 

The  merits  of  the  case  however  appear  to  be  charly  with  the  defen*  |:  t 
dant,  who  is  a public  officer,  and  is  entitled  to  some  indulgence  where  a ; ^ 
slip  in  pleading  has  shut  him  out  from  his  defence.  I think,  therefore,  J 
that  we  should  allow  a new  trial  on  payment  of  costs  by  the  defendant,  ! ' 
with  liberty  to  both  parties  to  amend  their  pleadings.  j 


Where  a wife  had  left  her  husband  and  gone  to  reside  with  her  father,  taking  j' 
with  her  her  infant  child  of  about  seven  months  old,  and  the  husband  obtained  ; 
writs  of  habeas  corpus,  to  his  wife’s  father,  to  bring  up  her  body,  and  to  his  j 
wife,  to  bring  up  the  child,  the  court  refused,  on  the  return  of  the  father  and  il 


Rule  accordingly. 


The  Queen  v,  James  Baxter. 
The  Queen  v.  Elizabeth  Snooks. 


{a)  I W.  Bl.  701. 
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daughter  to  the  respective  writs,  that  the  husband  had  ill-treated  his  wife  and 
child,  to  make  any  order  that  they  should  be  delivered  to  him,  but  informed  the 
wife  that  she  was  at  liberty  to  go  wherever  she  pleased,  and  to  take  the  child 
with  her. 

In  the  vacation  of  last  Trinity  Term,  Eichard  Snooks  obtained  two 
writs  of  habeas  corpus,  one  directed  to  James  Baxter  to  bring  up  the 
body  of  Elizabeth  Snooks,  the  wife  of  the  said  Eichard  Snooks,  and  the 
other  directed  to  Elizabeth  Snooks,  to  bring  up  the  body  of  the  infant 
daughter  of  the  said  Eichard  and  Elizabeth  Snooks,  upon  affidavits  stating 
that  his  wife  had  left  him,  and  was  detained  by  her  father  from  him,  and 
.that  she  had  also  taken  away  her  child  with  her.  At  the  return  of  the 
writs  before  Mr,  Justice  Macaulay,  it  was  urged  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  that  the  return  of  the  writs  should  be  enlarged  until  the  first 
day  of  this  present  Michaelmas  Term,  and  it  was  finally  so  agreed  between 
the  parties.  On  the  second  day  of  Term,  the  parties  appeared  in  court, 
and  filed  their  returns  to  the  writs  as  follows : James  Baxter  returned  on 
the  writ  directed  to  him  as  follows : ‘Tn  obedience  to  the  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  hereunto  annexed,  granted  by  her  Majesty’s  Court  of  Queen’s 
“ Bench,  I James  Baxter,  of  the  City  of  Toronto  in  the  Home  District, 
“ builder,  do  bring  into  the  said  court  Elizabeth  Snooks,  my  daughter,  and 
“ the  wife  of  the  said  Eichard  Snooks ; and  I hereby  humbly  certify  and 
“ return  to  this  honourable  court,  that  the  said  Elizabeth  Snooks,  before 
“ the  issuing  of  the  said  writ,  was,  and  she  still  is,  living  in  my  house  and 
“ under  my  protection,  of  her  own  free  will  and  voluntary  act,  and  with- 
“ out  any  coercion  or  force  on  my  part,  or  the  part  of  any  other  person  or 
“ persons  on  my  behalf ; and  I do  further  humbly  certify,  that  the  said 
“ Elizabeth  Snooks  was  married  to  the  said  Eichard  Snooks,  in  or  about  the 
“ month  of  September,  A.  D.  1844,  and  that  immediately  upon  the  said 
“ marriage,  she  went  to  live  with  the  said  Eichard  Snooks,  and  that  shortly 
“ after  the  said  marriage,  the  said  Eichard  Snooks  frequently  ill-treated 
“ the  said  Elizabeth  Snooks,  and  used  great  force  and  violence  towards 
“ lier,  so  much  so  that  she  left  the  said  Eichard  Snooks,  and  returned  to 
“ me  the  said  James  Baxter,  but  that  shortly  afterwards,  on  promise  of 
“ amendment  being  made  by  the  said  Eichard  Snooks,  she  returned  again 
“ to  live  with  him,  and  continued  to  live  with  him  until  the  end  of  July  or 
“ beginning  of  August  last,  when,  in  consequence  of  violent  and  brutal  ill- 
treatment  towards  her  on  the  part  of  the  said  Eichard  Snooks,  she  deter- 
“ mined  again  to  leave  him,  and  she  afterwards  came  to  the  house  of  me  the 
said  James  Baxter,  where  she  still  resides  ; and  I further  humbly  testify, 
“ that  the  said  Eichard  Snooks  has  frequently,  since  his  said  marriage  with 
“ the  said  Elizabeth  Snooks,  been  greatly  intoxicated  from  the  effects  of 
“ strong  drink,  and  has  treated  the  said  Elizabeth  Snooks  in  a most  cruel 
“ and  barbarous  manner,  and  on  one  occasion,  about  one  month  before  the 
“ child  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Snooks  was  born,  beat  her  in  so  violent  a 
“ manner  about  the  neck  and  shoulders,  that  the  blood  flowed  therefrom. 

“ All  this  I humbly  certify.  Witness  my  hand  this  third  day  of  Novem- 
“ber,  A..  D.  1845,  James  Baxter.” 

Elizabeth  Snooks  returned  on  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  directed  to  her 
as  follows  : “ In  obedience  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  hereunto  annexed 
“granted  by  Her  Majesty’s  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench, I Elizabeth  Snooks, 
“ of  the  City  of  Toronto,  wife  of  Eichard  Snooks,  do  bring  into  the  said 
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“■  court  my  daughter,  the  child  of  me  and  the  said  Richard  Snooks,  horn 
“ in  lawful  wedlock,  and  now  an  infant  of  the  age  of  about  six  months  • 
“ and  I hereby  humbly  certify  and  return  to  this  honourable  court,that  I 
“ was  married  to  the  said  Richard  Snooks  in  the  month  of  September 
“ last,  and  immediately  thereafter  went  to  live  with  him ; that  the  said 
“ Richard  Snooks  was  in  the  habit  of  drinking  a great  quantity  of  strong 
“ drink,  and  was  frequently  intoxicated,  and  when  so  intoxicated  used 
“ great  personal  violence  to  me  ; that  in  consequence  of  such  treatment, 
“ I left  him  and  returned  to  my  father’s  house  about  the  time  of  Christ- 
“ mas  last  year,  hut  that  the  said  Richard  Snooks  made  such  promises  of 
“ amended  behaviour  towards  me,  that  I returned  to  him  in  about  ten 
“ days,  and  continued  to  reside  with  him  until  about  the  end  of  July  or 
“ the  begining  of  August  last, when  1 again  returned  to  my  father’s  house, 
“ and  have  since  continued  to  reside  there,  and  I am  afraid  that  if  I were 
“ to  return  to  my  said  husband,  that  my  life  would  be  in  danger  from  his 
“ violence ; and  I further  humbly  certify,  that  about  one  month  before  I 
“ was  confined  with  my  said  child,  the  said  Richard  Snooks  beat  me  so 
“ violently  about  the  neck  and  shoulders  that  he  knocked  me  down,  and 
“ the  blood  flowed  from  the  wounds  that  he  inflicted  upon  me — that  this 
“ happened  after  my  said  return  to  him  ; and  that  when  my  said  child  was 

about  two  months  old,  he  took  it  one  day  from  its  cradle,  when  he  was 
“ very  much  intoxicated,  and  beat  the  child  violently  without  any  reason 
“ or  cause  therefor  ; and  I humbly  certify,  that  I am  afraid  that  if  the  said 
“ child  is  restored  to  the  said  Richard  Snooks,  that  he  may  endanger  her 
“ life  by  his  violence  and  misconduct : all  this  I humbly  certify.  Witness 
“ my  hand,  the  3rd  day  of  ^fovember,  A.  D.  1845,  Elizabeth  Snooks.” 
Affidavits  were  also  filed  to  the  same  efi’ect  in  support  of  the  returns,  and 
also  affidavits  in  denial. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron,  for  the  defendants,  having  read  these  returns, 
and  the  parties  being  present  in  court,  moved  on  the  returns  that  Elizabeth 
Baxter  should  be  allowed  by  the  court  to  go  at  large  from  the  habeas 
corpus,  and  take  her  child  with  her.  He  contended,  that  the  returns  to 
both  writs  must  be  taken  by  the  court  as  true,  and  could  not  in  any 
manner  be  controverted  on  that  motion.  JS'o  affidavits  were  required  in 
support  of  the  return,  nor  could  any  be  read  against  it. — Leonard  Wat- 
son’s case,  (a)  Upon  the  returns,  there  was  quite  enough  to  prevent  the 
court  from  interfering  in  the  manner  in  which  their  interference  was 
demanded.  The  wife  of  Snooks  could  not  be  compelled  to  return  to  her 
husband,  there  was  no  authority  to  support  such  a position ; and  in  the 
absence  of  authority,  the  court  would  not  require  that  the  wife  shouhl 
return  to  live  with  a husband  who  had  treated  her  cruelly,  and  from 
whose  violence  she  stated  that  her  life  was  in  danger.  In  Anne  Gregory’s 
case, (6)  the  wife  had  fled  to  her  mother  and  uncle,  from  her  husband, 
who  had  ill-treated  her,  and  he  brought  her  up  upon  writ  of  habeas 
corpus,  for  the  purpose  of  having  her  restored  to  him ; but  the  court 
would  not  deliver  her  to  him,  but  told  her  she  was  at  liberty  to  go  where 
she  thought  proper,  and  gave  her  a tipstaff  with  her  to  secure  her  from 
insult  on  her  return  to  her  friends.  The  authorities  are  collected  in  a 
late  report  in  the  matter  of  Cochrane, which  was  a case  of  habeas 

\a)  9 Ad.  A Ell.  794.  (5)  4 Burr.  1991.  (c)  8 Uowl.  630.  | 
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corpus  brought  by  the  wife  against  the  husband,  for  an  alleged  unlawful 
restraint  of  her  person  by  him,  but  the  court  refused  to  interfere  on  her 
behalf.  There  the  wife  was  in  the  power  and  custody  of  the  husband, 
and  the  court  saw  nothing  in  the  circumstances  stated,  which  was  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  their  interference  to  remove  her  from  the  husband’s  cus- 
tody and  guardianship.  Here  the  husband  seeks  to  bring  back  his  wife, 
who  has  voluntarily  removed  herself  from  his  house  in  consequence  of  his 
improper  and  cruel  treatment  of  her  ; and  she  states  in  her  return,  that 
if  she  is  compelled  to  go  back,  and  live  with  him,  that  she  fears  that  her 
life  will  be  endangered.  There  is  no  case  to  be  met  with  in  the 
books,  where  on  such  a return  the  court  has  interposed  its  authority  to 
compel  the  wife  to  live  with  the  husband  ; and  in  the  only  one  at  all 
similar,  that  of  Ann  Gregory  already  referred  to,  the  wife  was  set  at 
liberty,  and  allowed  to  go  where  she  pleased,  without  molestation  from 
the  husband.  Then  as  to  the  child.  This  is  not  an  application  on  the 
part  of  the  mother  to  remove  the  child  from  the  father,  and  place  her 
under  her  care ; if  it  were,  the  court  might  find  some  difficulty  in  making 
such  an  order ; but  the  court  are  required  by  the  father  to  have  this 
infant,  who  now  most  requires  a mother’s  care,  taken  away  from  her  for 
no  other  reason  than  that  the  law  gives  him  the  custody;  not  pretending 
nor  urging  that  the  child  does  not  receive  proper  treatment  from  the 
mother,  but  evidently  desiring  to  use  the  power  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
pelling the  mother  to  return  to  him ; which  she  cannot  do  according  to 
her  statement,  without  danger  to  her  life.  The  return  made  by  the 
mother,  shews  that  the  father  is  not  a proper  person  to  be  entrusted  with 
the  custody  of  the  child  ; and  as  it  is  in  the  descretion  of  the  court  to 
determine  with  whom  the  custody  of  the  child  shall  be,  there  being  no 
rigid  or  inflexible  rule  of  law  on  the  subject,  it  certainly  would  be  better 
exercised  under  the  circumstances  by  leaving  the  child  with  the  mother, 
than  by  taking  it  from  her.  In  Rex  v.  Delaval,(a)  Lord  Mansfield  said. 
The  court  is  bound  ex  dehito  just itice  to  set  the  infant  free  from  improper 
custody,  but  they  are  not  bound  to  deliver  them  over  to  any  body,  nor 
“ give  them  any  privilege.  This  must  be  left  to  their  discretion  according 
“ to  the  circumstances  that  appear  before  them.”  And  in  Lyons  v.  Blen- 
kin,(&)  Lord  Eldon  said,  ‘*In  cases  of  habeas  corpus,  the  judge  attends  to 
‘‘  nothing  but  cruelty  or  personal  ill-usageto  the  child,  asa  groundfor  taking 
it  from  its  father.”  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  as  a general  rule  the 
eourt  will  not  take  away  the  child  from  the  father,  unless  where  there  has 
been  cruelty ; but  they  will  certainly  never  exercise  their  discretion  by 
giving  it  to  him  when  he  has  treated  it  ill ; and  it  is  of  such  a tender 
age,  that  its  mother  is  its  proper  guardian.  There  is  nothing  alleged 
against  the  mother’s  conduct  or  character  ; she  is  living  with  her  father, 
and  the  child  ought  not  to  be  removed  from  her. 

Blake,  on  behalf  of  the  husband. — It  would  seem  to  be  a monstrous 
proposition,  that  in  a case  like  this  the  return  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
should  be  conclusive;  and  that  no  affidavits  could  be  received  by  the  court  to 
controvert  it.  In  some  cases  of  commitment  for  offences,  the  proposition 
might  perhaps  hold  good,  but  not  in  a case  where  the  ground  alleged  for 
keeping  the  wife  and  child  from  the  husband  and  father  is  his  intemperance 


(a)  3 Burr.  1436. 


{h)  1 Jac.  Rep.  254. 
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and  btutal  conduct.  Surely  the  court  cannot  be  bound  by  the  return, 
and  precluded  from  making  an  inquiry  into  the  truth  of  the  circumstances,  | 
which  would  show  conclusively,  when  they  were  all  set  forth,  that  the  , 
returns  were  false,  and  that  the  court  would  be  proceeding  upon  incorrect  ! 
statements,  if  they  were  to  found  their  decision  upon  those  returns.  In 
the  case  of  the  wife,  there  is  much  room  to  doubt  whether  the  court  has 
any  power  to  interfere  to  restore  her  to  her  husband,  if  she  be  unwilling  j 
to  go  and  live  with  him ; if  she  was  held  in  restraint,  they  would  i 
undoubtedly  interfere  to  relieve  her,  and  restore  her  to  freedom  ; but  it  | 
does  not  appear  here  that  she  is  under  any  restraint,  and  if  her  remaining  ! 
with  her  parents  be  her  own  voluntary  act,  the  authorities  do  not  show  | 
that  she  can  be  compelled  to  live  with  her  husband.  But  the  case  is  [ 
different  as  regards  the  child  ; the  father  is  her  lawful  guardian,  and  how 
ever  tender  her  years  may  be,  and  however  necessary  her  mother’s  care  I 
may  be  to  her,  the  law  does  not  recognize  any  such  reasons  for  depriving  j ; 
the  father  of  her  custody.  The  guardianship  of  the  children  is  properly  : ^ 
with  the  father  ; and  if  it  were  not  so,  but  the  mother  were  allowed  to 
remove  them  from  him  at  her  will  and  pleasure,  there  would  perhaps  be  . 

more  frequent  separations  between  husband  and  wife  ; but  the  knowledge  j 
when  she  leaves  her  husband,  she  must  also  lose  the  society  of  her  chil-  ; j 
dren,  must  frequently  have  the  effect  of  inducing  her  to  remain  with  him,  |,f 
when  she  would  leave  his  home  if  the  law  were  otherwise.  All  the  v i 
authorities  that  can  be  cited  on  the  subject  of  the  custody  of  infants, 
recognize  the  father’s  right,  and  under  no  circumstances  will  the  court  ti 
interfere,  unless  there  has  been  ill  usage  of  the  child.  Here  there  is  some  ii  t 
such  statement  made  in  the  return,  but  it  is  rebutted  in  the  affidavits  filed  ,1  • 
in  answer ; and  even  if  the  fact  stated  were  true,  once  beating  the  child  -j 
would  surely  not  be  a sufficient  reason  for  depriving  the  father  of  its  iii 
custody.  He  cited  in  the  argument,  He  Manville  v.  De  Manville,(a)  1, 
Ex  parte  McLelland,(&)  Greenhill’s  case, (c)  Wellesley’s  case,(ti)  In  re-  i - 
Lloyd.(e)  i 

Robinson,  C.  J. — In  the  first  of  these  two  cases  a writ  of  habeas  ! 
corpus  was  issued  at  the  instance  of  Richard  Snooks,  directed  to  James  j a 
Baxter,  the  father  of  his  wife,  Elizabeth  Snooks  ; the  object  of  the  writ  | ■ 
being  to  compel  his  wife,  by  the  intervention  of  this  court,  to  leave  her  J ; 
father,  in  whose  family  she  is  now  living,  with  her  infant  child,  and  to  i:  ■ 
return  to,  and  live  with  her  husband.  ; 

In  the  other  case,  a writ  of  habeas  corpus  has  issued  at  the  instance  ; 
of  Richard  Snooks,  directed  to  his  wife,  commanding  her  to  bring  up  her  : 
infant  child ; the  object  of  the  writ  being  to  obtain  for  the  father  the  I 
custody  of  the  child.  Both  writs  were  issued  by  a Judge  in  Chambers,  ■ 
by  whose  direction  they  have  been  returned  into  this  court.  ! 

The  facts  appearing  in  the  several  returns,  and  in  the  affidavits  filed^,  ! 
are  these  : Richard  Snooks  and  his  wife  were  married  some  time  last  I 
year ; not  long  after  their  marriage,  she  made  repeated  complaints  to  her  j 
family,  who  lived  at  a distance  from  her,  of  gross  ill-usage  on  the  part  of  ' 
her  husband  • that  he  was  intemperate  in  his  habits,  and  while  intoxicated 
beat  and  abused  her.  In  consequence  of  these  complaints  her  father  and  s 


(a)  10  Yes.  Junr.  60.  (6)  1 Howl  81.  (c)  4 Ad.  & El.  624. 

{d)  2 Russell,  1.  (e)  3 M.  & G.  547. 
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brother  went  to  her  husband’s  house,  and  prevailed  on  her  to  go  home 
with  them,  using  no  compulsion,  as  they  allege,  and  meeting  indeed  with 
no  opposition,  either  by  word  or  otherwise,  from  her  husband  ; though 
his  account  of  the  matter  is  different.  I^ot  long  after  she  went  away 
with  her  father,  the  husband  went  and  urged  her  to  return  and  live  with 
him;  to  which  she  assented  readily,  as  she  declares,  upon  his  earnest  prom- 
ises of  amendment.  He  admits  that  the  father  did  not  attempt  to  detain 
her.  They  lived  together  for  several  months,  and  until  about  the  beginning 
of  last  August,  during  which  time  the  child  was  born;  and  not  long  after 
the  wife  recovered  from  her  confinement,  in  consequence  of  severe  indis- 
position, illness,  or  accident,  the  husband,  of  his  own  accord,  took  her  to- 
her  father’s  house  and  left  her  there,  intending,  no  doubt,  that  she  should 
return  to  him  when  she  became  well.  It  seems,  however,  that  she  re- 
fused to  return,  and  live  with  him,  giving  as  her  reason,  that  she  feels  her 
life  to  be  in  danger  from  his  violence;  that  he  had  during  her  last  resi- 
dence with  him  beaten  her  cruelly  shortly  before  her  confinement,  and  had 
even,  in  a fit  of  intoxication,  taken  the  infant  out  of  the  cradle  and  beaten 
it  also.  This  is  the  substance  of  her  return  to  the  writ  directed  to  her,  and 
she  also  makes  the  same  statement  on  oath,  in  affidavits  which  are  filed 
with  her  return.  The  husband,  on  the  other  hand,  files  affidavits  deny- 
ing the  misconduct  imputed  to  him. 

So  far  as  regards  the  wife,  the  doubt  is,  whether  any  sutficient  foun- 
dation was  laid  for  the  writ;  for  the  object  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
in  all  these  cases  is  to  restore  freedom  of  action,  by  removing  some  actual 
wrongful  restraint  upon  the  liberty  of  the  party.  But  no  such  restraint 
appears  here.  It  is  not  charged  that  James  Baxter  detains  the  wife, 
or  opposes  her  returning  to  her  husband,  if  she  is  inclined  to  go.  What- 
ever jurisdiction  to  grant  specific  redress  may  reside  in  other  tribunals,  it 
is  no  part  of  the  duty  of  this  court  to  compel  a wife  to  live  with  her 
husband,  whether  she  is  willing  or  unwilling.  There  is  no  doubt  that  a 
remedy  may  be  obtained  in  this  court  against  those  who  entice  a wife 
from  her  husband,  or  wrongfully  detain  her.  But  how  far  it  may  be 
expedient  to  pursue  that  remedy,  must  depend  on  the  facts  of  each  par- 
ticular case. 

Our  duty  is  discharged  when  we  release  the  wife,  who  has  been  brought 
before  us,  from  the  only  restraint  which  seems  to  have  been  placed  upon 
her,  that  is,  under  the  writ,  which  has  occasioned  her  appearance  here. 
When  we  set  her  at  liberty,  and  make  her  aware  that  she  may  go  where 
she  pleases,  we  do  all  that  we  can  properly  do  in  such  a case(a). 

Upon  the  application,  so  far  as  it  concerns  the  infant,  there  is  neces- 
sity for  a more  careful  consideration,  because  the  course  which  we  should 
pursue  does  not  seem  to  be  so  entirely  free  from  doubt.  The  English 
Statute,  56  Geo.  III.  ch.  100,  by  which  an  important  addition  has  been 
made  to  the  remedy  by  habeas  corpus,  and  the  statute,  2 and  3 Vic.  ch. 
54,  which  provides  for  transferring  the  custody  of  infants  in  certain  cases 
from  the  father  to  the  mother,  are  not  in  force  in  this  country.  I do  not 
refer  to  them  under  the  impression  that  any  thing  contained  in  them 
would  directly  affect  the  case  before  us,  if  they  were  in  force  here,  but 
only  for  the  sake  of  stating  that  the  application  now  made  to  us  on  the 


(a)Rex.  V.  Wiseman,  2 Smith,  617. 
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part  of  the  father,  stands  on  precisely  the  same  footing  as  a similar  appli- 
cation would  have  stood  in  England,  under  the  common  law,  if  it  had 
been  made  in  the  King’s  Bench,  before  any  of  the  modern  statutes  had 
been  passed  which  would  affect  the  question.  Whatever  we  think  would 
and  ought  to  have  been  done,  then,  under  such  circumstances,  is  what  we 
ought  to  do  now.  The  principles  on  which  the  courts  in  England  exer- 
cised their  authority  in  such  cases,  is  very  clearly  stated  by  Lord 
Mansfield,  in  several  cases  that  have  been  decided.  In  Rex  v.  Delaval(a), 
his  Lordship  said,  “In  cases  of  writs  of  habeas  corpus  directed  to  private 
‘^persons  to  bring  up  infants,  the  court  is  bound,  ox  debito  justitiae,  to 
“set  the  infant  free  from  an  improper  restraint;  but  they  are  not  bound 
“to  deliver  them  over  to  any  body,  or  to  give  them  any  privileges.  This 
‘^must  be  left  to  their  discretion,  according  to  the  circumstances  that 
“shall  appear  before  them.”  In  Blisset’s  case(&),  the  same  learned  judge 
says,  in  refereuce  to  a child  of  six  years  of  age,  brought  before  the  court, 
on  a habeas  corpus:  “If  the  parties  disagree,  the  court  will  do  what 
“shall  appear  best  for  the  child.  The  natural  right  is  with  the  father; 
“but  if  he  is  a bankrupt;  if  he  contributed  nothing  for  the  child  or 
“family;  or  if  he  be  an  improper  person,  from  such  conduct  as  was  sug- 
“gested  at  the  judge’s  chambers,  the  court  will  not  think  it  right  that 
“the  child  shall  be  with  him.”  These  are  the  positions  laid  down  by  a 
most  learned  and  experienced  judge,  one  thoroughly  conversant  in  the 
course  taken  by  the  Courts  of  Chancery  in  such  cases,  and  well  aware  of 
what  belonged  to  the  common  law  jurisdiction.  In  later  cases,  and 
especially  in  that  respecting  Mr.  Wellesley’s  children,  in  which  the  Lord 
Chancellor  felt  himself  compelled  to  take  the  strong  course  of  depriving 
the  father  of  the  care  and  society  of  his  children ; the  doctrine  has  been 
much  discussed;  and  though  the  known  scrupulous  caution  of  Lord 
Eldon,  and  his  high  judicial  character,  no  doubt,  produced  a very  general 
acquiescence  in  the  course  taken  by  him;  yet  it  is  not  unlikely  that  the 
discussions  which  followed  his  decision,  may  have  had  some  influence  in 
leading  to  the  adoption  of  different  language  in  speaking  of  the  inter- 
ference of  courts  of  justice  for  such  purposes;  though  I doubt  whether  it 
can  be  said  truly  that  anything  has  been  granted  or  denied  since,  in  any 
such  case,  which  Lord  Mansfield  would  not  have  granted  or  denied. 

After  considering  the  cases  to  which  our  attention  has  been  called,  and 
particularly  those  of  ex  parte  McClelland(c)  and  Rex  v.  DeManneville(<i), 
we  are  of  opinion  that  we  ought  not  to  force  this  infant  from  its  mother, 
in  order  to  place  it  in  the  custody  of  the  father.  He  is,  no  doubt,  the 
person  entitled  by  law  to  the  custody  of  the  child.  We  are  not  called 
upon  to  deprive  him  of  that  right,  by  taking  the  child  from  him  and 
giving  it  to  the  mother;  which,  however,  is  recognised  as  a power,  which 
it  may  be  very  necessary  in  some  cases  to  exercise,  and  with  which  courts 
of  equity  have  therefore,  by  a recent  statute,  been  expressly  invested. 
And  if  the  father  had  got  possession  of  the  child,  by  force  or  fraud,  even 
this  court,  it  seems,  might  feel  itself  bound  to  interfere  in  order  to  put 
matters  in  the  same  situation  as  before.  But  what  we  are  asked  to  do, 
is  to  force  the  child  from  the  mother,  and  place  it  in  the  custody  of  the 
father.  It  is  an  infant  of  very  tender  age  : not  more  than  seven  months 


(a)  3 Burr,  1436.  (6)  Llofft,  748,  (c)  1 Dowl.  81.  (c?)  5 East.  221. 
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old,  requiring  the  tender  care  of  a mother,  and  whose  health  if  not  its 
life  might  be  endangered,  by  depriving  it  of  that  care  and  of  the  natural 
food  which  the  mother  supplies  to  it.  There  is  nothing  to  lead  us  to 
^;"^ppose  that  the  mother  is  not  willing  and  able  to  extend  to  it  all  the 
' ^care  and  support  which  it  requires.  Her  habits  and  character  are  not 
impeached,  and  she  is  living  under  her  father’s  roof,  i^othing  appears 
;^in  her  circumstances  or  conduct  otherwise  than  reputable,  or  that  can 
igive  any  ground  for  apprehension  as  to  the  safety  or  welfare  of  the  child. 
iOn  the  other  hand,  it  is  alleged  of  the  husband,  that  he  is  intemperate 
and  violent ; and  though  it  is  denied,  yet  we  cannot  be  called  upon  to 
disbelieve  the  assertion  in  the  return  that  he  has  beaten  both  the  mother 
and  the  child.  Unless  we  could  satisfy  ourselves  that  we  have  no  dis- 
cretion to  exercise  in  the  matter,  and  that  it  is  compulsory  on  us  in  all 
cases,  and  without  regard  to  circumstances,  not  merely  to  acknowledge 
the  legal  right  of  the  father,  but  to  put  him  in  possession  of  it  by  our 
summary  interference,  whatever  may  be  the  consequences  to  the  infant, 
we  should  think  it  wrong,  without  any  apparent  motive  as  regards  the 
child,  to  force  it  from  its  mother,  and ’transfer  it  to  the  father,  of  whose 
lability  and  disposition, to  provide  suitably  for  its  welfare,  we  do  not  feel 
'vassured. 

We  decline,  therefore,  to  take  that  course;  the  mother  and  infant  are 
at  liberty  to  leave  this  court ; and  the  parties  may  pursue  whatever 
course  is  open  to  them,  as  to  any  other  remedy  to  be  obtained  here,  or 
in  any  other  court. 

Macaulay,  J.,  Jones,  J.,  and  McLean,  J.,  concurred. 

Eule  accordingly. 


PEA  CT  ICE  COUET. 

T E I N I T Y TEEM  (a.),  7 & 8 Y I C T 0 E I A. 


Before  Mr.  Justice  Macaulay. 


Kelly  v.  Blbeker. 

When  a party  in  a cause  takes  an  irregular  proceeding,  which  the  opposite  party 
moves  to  set  aside,  and  the  irregular  party  then  gives  notice  of  the  waiver  of 
such  proceeding,  the  party  moving  will  be  entitled  to  have  his  rule  made  abso- 
lute unless  the  costs  which  he  was  put  to  were  paid  or  tendered  to  him  at  the 
time  that  the  notice  of  the  waiver  was  given. 

J.  Duggan  shewed  cause  against  the  rule  nisi,  granted  in  this 
cause,  to  set  aside  the  judgment  as  in  case  of  a nonsuit  signed  by  the 
defendant,  for  irregularity  with  costs. 


(«)  The  cases  decided  in  the  Practice  Court  during  this  term,  were  omitted 
in  their  proper  place  in  the  reports  of  last  year,  in  coasequence  of  the  absence  of 
Mr.  Justice  Macaulay  in  England. 
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It  appeared  that  the  judgment  had  been  irregularly  signed  ; and  after 
the  plaintiff  had  obtained  a summons  in  vacation  to  stay  the  proceedings 
on  the  judgment  until  this  term,  the  defendant  gave  a verbal  intima- 
tion of  his  intention  to  waive  it-  Afterwards,  during  this  term,  the 
plaintiff  moved  for  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  judgment ; when  the  de- 
fendant again  offered  to  waive  it,  but  declined  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
judge's  summons  and  order  in  vacation,  and  after  the  rule  nisi  was 
granted,  but  before  its  service,  a written  notice  of  waiver  was  given,  but 
no  costs  were  paid  or  offered. 

Macaulay,  J. — The  defendant’s  attorney  should  have  paid  or  ten- 
dered the  costs  of  the  judge’s  order,  which,  on  this  rule  being  made 
absolute  with  costs,  may  I think,  be  taxed  to  the  plaintiff.  The  waiver 
was  incomplete  without  the  payment  of  the  costs,  and  therfore  this  rule 
must  be  made  absolute. 

Eule  absolute. 


Ketchum  V.  McDonell  et  al. 

If  an  interlocutory  judgment  is  irregularly  signed,  and  the  defendant  has  time 
to  move  against  it  in  vacation  before  damages  are  assessed,  he  mmt  move  ; 
and  if  he  only  gives  notice  of  his  intention  to  move  against  it,  in  the  event  of 
further  proceedings  being  taken  upon  it  his  motion  will  not  be  allowed  to 
prevail  after  damages  have  been  assessed. 

Gamble  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  interlocutory  judg- 
ment and  assessment  of  damages  for  irregularity  with  costs,  on  the 
ground  that  there  had  been  no  service  of  declaration  on  the  defendant, 
McDonell.  He  filed  affidavits  denying  that  any  declaration  had  been 
served  upon  him  ; but  he  did  not  deny  knowledge  of  a declaration, 
which,  it  was  stated  on  the  other  side,  had  been  served  upon  his  brother 
at  his  mother’s  house  in  Toronto.  The  interlocutory  judgment  was 
signed  on  18th  March,  1844,  and  damages  were  assessed  at  the  Gore  Dis- 
trict assizes,  which  commenced  on  8th  April.  On  the  29th  March,  the 
defendant  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  move  to  set  aside  the  interlocu- 
tory judgment  for  want  of  the  service  of  the  declaration  ; but  although 
several  days  elapsed  between  the  service  of  that  notice  and  the  commis- 
sion day  of  the  Gore  District  assizes,  he  made  no  application  in  chambers 
to  set  aside  the  interlocutory  judgment. 

Crooks  shewed  cause  and  contended  that,  as  the  defendant  had  not 
denied  knoioledge  of  the  declaration,  the  rule  must  be  discharged 
he  only  denied  which  might  be  perfectly  true,  and  yet  he 

might  be  quite  well  aware  of  the  proceedings  that  had  been  taken  against 
him.  The  defendant  was  also  too  late,  as  he  should  have  moved  in 
vacation,  and  not  rested  satisfied  with  the  notice  of  motion,  which  could 
only  be  considered  sufficient,  where  there  was  not  time  to  apply  to  a 
judge  in  chambers,  between  the  time  that  the  knowledge  of  the  irregu- 
larity was  obtained  and  the  damages  were  assessed. 

Macaulay,  J.— -The  rule  must  be  discharged.  The  defendant  does 
not  deny  knowledge  of  the  irregular  service  of  the  declaration,  he  only 
states  that  it  did  not  come  to  his  possession  ; and  if  he  intended  to  rely 
upon  the  objection,  he  should  have  moved  against  the  irregular  judgment 
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in  vacation,  and  not  have  satisfied  himself  with  merely  giving  notice  of 
his  intention  to  move  against  it  in  term,  if  the  plaintiff  proceeded  to 
assess  damages  against  him. 

Rule  discharged 


Gordon  v.  Garrick. 

If  on  a motion  to  set  aside  proceedings  for  irregularity,  the  irregularity  complained 
of,  is  neither  pointed  out  in  the  rule,  nor  referred  to  distinctly  in  the  affidavits, 
the  rule  will  be  discharged. 

Burns  having  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  arrest  of  the 
defendant  in  this  cause,  on  the  ground  that  the  affidavit  of  debt  was 
defective,  in  not  shewing  in  the  statement  of  the  debt  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  that  they  were  so  sold  at  the  defendant’s  request ; 

Eccles  for  the  plaintiff  took  a preliminary  objection,  that  the  irregu- 
larity complained  of,  was  not  pointed  out  in  the  rule,  nor  was  it  so 
referred  to  in  the  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained  ; and  it  could 
not  be  discovered  without  a reference  to  the  affidavit  of  debt.  He  cited 
Teller  v.  Wilson  (a),  in  this  court. 

Macaupay,  J. — Upon  the  prevailing  practice  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to- 
have  this  rule  discharged,  but  as  it  is  upon  a preliminary  objection,  it  will 
be  discharged  without  costs. 

Rule  accordingly* 


r , 

Chadwick  v.  McPherson. 

Where  a verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  at  nisi  prius  on  all  the  counts  of 
the  declaration,  when  he  gave  evidence,  and  was  entitled  to  recover  only  upon 
one,  the  verdict  was  ordered  to  be  amended  by  the  judge’s  notes,  and  to  be  en- 
tered for  the  defendant  on  the  other  counts. 

In  this  case,  the  declaration  contained  several  counts  ; and  at  the  trial 
the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  that  was  applicable  only  to  one  of  them  ; but 
the  verdict  was  inadvertently  taken  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  whole  record* 
now  moved  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  upon  the 
counts  upon  which  the  plaintiff  had  given  no  evidence. 

Macaulay,  J.— The  plaintiff  must  elect  upon  which  count  of  the. 
declaration  he  will  enter  his  verdict ; and  the  verdict  should  then  be 
entered  for  the  defendant  upon  the  other  counts,  by  the  notes  of  the 
judge  who  tried  the  cause. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Lemoine  V.  Raymond. 

When  a sheriff  returned  “goods  on  hand,”  to  a writ  of  fi.  fa.,  when  he  had  in 
fact  made  no  seizure,  and  the  plaintiff  issued  a ven.  ex. ; but  discovering  that 
no  seizure  had  been  made,  subsequently  issued  another  writ  of  fi.  fa.,  under 
which  the  defendant’s  goods  were  seized,  the  second  writ  was  set  aside  with 


(a)  I Cameron,  417. 
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costs,  which  the  sheriff  was  ordered  to  pay,  and  to  amend  his  return  to  the 
first  writ,  in  accordance  with  the  facts,  so  that  the  plaintiff  might  issue  another 
writ  against  the  defendant’s  goods. 

In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  having  issued  an  alias  writ  of  fieri  facias 
against  the  defendant’s  goods,  the  sheriff  returned  upon  it  “ goods  on 
hand  upon  which  the  plaintiff  issued  a writ  of  ven.  ex.;  hut  subse- 
quently discovering  that  the  sheriff  had  in  fact  made  no  seizure,  he  issued 
a pluries  fi.  fa.  without  first  getting  the  return  of  the  writ  of  ven.  ex. 

Foster  having  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  pluries  writ  for 
irregularity ; 

J,  L.  Robhwon  shewed  cause. 

Macaulay,  J. — All  the  difficulty  has  arisen  from  the  fault  of  the 
sheriff;  and  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  unnecessarily  prejudiced  by  it. 
The  rule  may  be  made  absolute  with  costs,  on  condition  that  the  defend- 
ant undertakes  to  bring  no  action,  and  the  costs  should  be  paid  by  the 
sheriff,  who  may  be  allowed  to  amend  his  return  on  their  payment,  so 
that  the  plaintiff  may  obtain  a regular  pluries  writ.  The  sheriff  in  fact 
did  not  buy  ; and  unless  the  plaintiff  is  conclusively  bound  by  his  returns, 
he  should  have  relief  in  some  mode  enabling  him  to  proceed  against  the 
defendant,  and  not  be  driven  to  resort  exclusively  to  his  remedy  against 
the  sheriff. 

Eule  absolute. 


lii 


Doe  Crooks  et  ux.  v,  Cummings.  : j 

Where  if  the  jury  were  sworn  in  an  ejectment  cause,  the  defendant  objected  that  il 
the  jurata  was  defective,  and  the  judge  being  of  that  opinion,  discharged  the  jury, 
and  the  defendant  obtained  a rule  for  the  costs  of  the  day,  the  court  afterwards  j|| 
rescinded  that  rule  on  the  motion  of  the  plaintiffs.  i | 

Crooks  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  rescind  the  rule  made  in  this  cause  for  || 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  day  by  the  plaintiffs,  for  not  proceeding  to  jij 
trial  pursuant  to  notice.  It  appears  that  notice  of  trial  had  been  given,  |:d 
and  the  record  entered  for  the  last  assizes  for  the  Niagara  District,  and  iii 
after  the  jury  were  sworn,  the  defendant’s  counsel  objected  that  the  cause  I;, 
could  not  be  proceeded  with,  as  the  jurata  on  the  nisi  prius  record  was  li 
wrong,  the  cause  having  been  entered  for  trial  at  a former  assize,  and  the  ji; 
day  of  nisi  prius  never  having  been  altered,  and  consequently  the  case  j;, 
being  then  coram  non  judice.  ^The  learned  judge  being  of  opinion  that  he  I? 
eould  not  properly  try  the  cause,  and  the  defendant  refusing  to  allow  an 
amendment,  the  jury  were  discharged.  Afterwards,  and  during  this  pre-  ! i 
sent  Term,  the  defendant  obtained  a rule  for  the  costs  of  the  day,  for  not  1 1 
proceeding  to  trial  pursuant  to  notice,  upon  the  usual  affidavit.  It  was  j i 
further  shewn  that  an  application  had  been  made  to  the  full  court  for  an  i 
amendment  in  the  jurata,  and  the  allowance  of  a venire  de  novo,  and  } i 
that  motion  was  still  pending.  j 

Boulton,  Q.  C.,  shewed  cause. 

Macaulay,  J. — Perhaps  it  would  be  better,  that  no  decision  should  be  ; 
come  to  in  this  case,  until  the  result  of  the  plaintiff’s  application  to  the 
full  court  is  known  ; but  if  it  is  to  be  decided  now,  I think  that  the  plain-  ! 
tiff  did  proceed  to  trial  pursuant  to  notice,  and  that  the  cause  of  failure  J 
arose  from  the  defendant’s  own  objections,  after  the  jury  were  sworn;  and  | 

f 
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' his  refusal  to  consent  to  an  amendment.  The  defendant  did  not  wish 
the  trial  to  go  on,  but  desired  to  frustrate,  and  render  abortive,  the 
; plaintiff’s  desire  to  proceed  ; and  having  succeeded  in  his  endeavour,  he 
should  not  now  complain  of  having  been  put  to  costs  on  the  occasion. 
The  case  in  Dowl,  S.  closely  resembles  this ; the  only  difference 
being,  that  there  the  record  was  withdrawn  before  the  jury  were 
sworn  ; the  judge  at  nisi  prius  declining  to  go  on  without  an  amend- 
! raent ; here  the  jury  were  sworn  without  exception,  and  afterwards, 
i on  the  objection  being  made,  were  discharged  by  the  court.  Had  the 
objection  been  made  More  the  jury  were  sworn,  an  amendment  might 
have  been  allowed ; but  that  was  felt  to  be  impossible  after  the  jury  were 
1 sworn.  The  defendant  should  have  objected  at  an  earlier  period  ; and 
i not  having  done  so,  I think  the  costs  of  the  day  should  not  be  granted  to 
! him  j but  that  in  respect  to  them,  the  same  consequences  should  follow, 

1 as  in  other  cases,  when  the  court  discharges  the  jury  without  the  consent 
j of  the  parties.  I have  no  objection,  however,  that  the  defendant  should 
have  leave  to  move  to  rescind  the  rule,that  I am  now  making,  in  the  full 
I court,  if  the  plaintiff’s  application  there  should  fail,  but  in  the  mean 
^ time,  I think  that  the  rule  for  the  costs  of  the  day  should  be  rescinded, 
but  without  costs. 

Eule  absolute. 


The  King’s  College  v.  Hawley  et  al. 

* Where  a defendant  obtained  a month’s  [time  to  plead  on  the  usual  terms,  and 
afterwards  filed  a special  demurrer,  setting  out  in  the  margin,  under  the  new 
■ rules,  the  causes  of  demurrer,  which  were  the  same  as  those  stated  as  special 

''  grounds,  but  were  not  referred  to  as  those  specially  set  out ; but  they  were  such 

Ias  might  have  been  urged  on  general  demurrer,  if  tenable,  and  the  plaintiff 
signed  interlocutory  judgment : Held  that  the  judgment  was  regular  ; and  a 
^ rule  obtained  by  the  defendants  to  set  it  aside,  was  discharged,  but  without  costs, 

S>mall  shewed  cause  against  the  rule  nisi  obtained  by  Meyers  to  set 
aside  the  interlocutory  judgment  signed  in  this  cause  for  irregularity 
with  costs.  After  declaration  filed  and  served,  the  defendants  obtained 
a judge’s  order  for  a month’s  further  time  to  plead  on  the  usual  terms ; 

[ and  within  the  extended  time  put  in  a special  demurrer,  setting  out  in 
; ■ the  margin  of  the  demurrer,  under  the  new  rules,  the  same  grounds  of 
I olyection  as  those  specially  pointed  out  in  the  body  of  the  demurrer ; 
j but  not  referring  to  them  as  the  causes  specially  assigned.  It  was 
; doubtful  whether  these  objections  were  of  such  a nature  as  would  be 
sustained  on  general  demurrer.  Upon  the  service  of  this  demurrer,  the 
!|jl  plaintiffs  signed  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  order  for  time  to  plead 
gi!  having  been  granted  on  the  usual  terms,  it  was  necessary  for  the  defend- 
P ant  to  plead  issuably  ; and  that  a special  demurrer,  it  was  decided,  could 
not  be  treated  as  an  issuable  plea. 

[| ! Macaulay,  J. — A distinction  is  taken  between  sham  demurrers  and 
ill  such  as  are  substantial  or  involve  objections  that  may  be  made  on  general 
i ^ demurrer.  The  principal  objection  in  this  case  is  of  that  kind ; yet  the 
14 1 demurrer,  on  its  face,  is  special ; though  under  the  new  rules,  in  effect 
[ general,  the  grounds  of  demurrer  being  noted  in  the  margin,  without 
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reference  to  the  causes  specially  assigned.  I think,  however,  that  the  ; j 
interlocutory  judgment  should  be  allowed  to  stand,  and  that  this  rule 
should  be  discharged,  but  without  costs.  , 

Kule  discharged. 


Strachan  et  al  V.  Bullock.  J 

Where  the  plaintiffs  suing  as  attornies  for  the  amount  of  a bill  of  costs  proceeded  ! i 
by  attorney,  and  not  in  person  by  attachment  of  privilege,  and  assessed  damages  (v 
at  a sum  under  \ol.  the  court  refused  to  allow  them  full  costs. 

Boulton,  Q.  C.,  moved  for  a rule  for  full  costs  in  this  cause.  The  id 
plaintiffs,  attornies  of  this  court,  had  sued  hy  attorney  for  the  amount  of  ! o 
a bill  of  costs  due  to  them  by  the  defendant,  and  after  judgment  by  U 
default  had  assessed  damages  at  91.  9s.  2d.  |: 

Macaulay,  J. — The  plaintiffs  do  not  sue  as  attornies  by  attachment  |i 
of  privilege,  and  consequently  costs  ought  not  to  be  allowed.  ^ 

Eule  refused.  j 

I' 

I 

Doe  Leonard  v.  Meyers.  ^ 

Where  a defendant,  after  plea  pleaded,  obtained  an  order  to  stay  the  plaintiff’s  |l 
proceedings  until  security  was  given  by  him  for  costs,  and  the  plaintiff  delivered  ; 3 
him  a bond  for  such  security,  and  at  the  same  time  gave  notice  of  trial ; and  ; 3 
the  defendant  signed  an  agreement  to  admit  documents  for  the  plaintiff  at  the  ; j 
trial,  but  afterwards  returned  the  bond  to  the  plaintiff,  and  gave  him  notice  that 
he  would  move  to  set  aside  his  proceedings,  if  he  went  to  trial ; the  plaintiff,  l | 
however,  tried  his  cause  ; and  on  the  motion  of  the  defendant  to  set  the  pro-  i 
ceedings  aside,  his  rule  was  discharged,  as  he  had  waived  any  irregularity  or  in-  ill 
suf&cieney  in  the  bond.  j] 

Meyers  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  non-suit  ordered  in  this  j;j 
cause,  because  the  defendant  did  not  confess  lease,  entry  and  ouster  on  n 
the  following  grounds  : after  plea  pleaded  on  9th  September,  1843,  the  ,4 
defendant  obtained  an  order  in  chambers  to  stay  the  plaintiffs  proceed- 
ings  until  security  was  given  for  costs  ; and  on  the  14th  October  fol-  | ( 
lowing,  the  plaintiff  delivered  a bond  for  such  security,  and  gave  notice  I r. 
of  trial  the  same  day,  for  the  Victoria  district  assizes,  for  the  23rd  i i 
October ; and  a few  hours  after  such  notice,  the  defendant  signed  an  | ^ 
agreement  to  admit  certain  documents  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial.  On  i :' 
the  23rd  October,  the  defendant  returned  the  bond  to  the  plaintiff's  ii 
attorney,  and  it  was  kept  by  him.  The  cause  was  not  proceeded  with  1 ? 
at  those  assizes  at  the  defendant’s  request.  Before  the  following  Spring  i i 
assizes,  the  defendant  made  overtures  to  settle  the  cause  with  the  plain-  I i 
tiff  offering  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  plaintiff’s  witnesses,  and  to  give  ; 
up  a part  of  the  premises  to  the  plaintiff,  if  he  were  not  an  alien,  which  j 
he  was  not  shown  to  be.  These  overtures  the  defendant  alleged  he  made  | 
only  to  buy  peace  ; and,  on  there  being  rejected,  he  gave  notice  to  the  * 
plaintiff’s  attorney,  that  if  he  proceeded  with  the  trial  of  the  cause,  he  f 
would  move  to  set  his  proceedings  aside  for  want  of  sufficient  security 
for  costs.  The  bond  was  regularly  drawn  up  in  the  usual  form.  j 

Ross  shewed  cause.  i 
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Macaulay,  J. — I think  the  bond  sufficient  on  the  face  of  it.  If  it 
were  not  sufficient,  the  defendant  should  have  returned  it  sooner  than  he 
did,  if  entitled  so  to  do,  and  not  have  acted  inconsistently  in  first  con- 
senting to  admit  documents  at  the  trial,  and  then,  when  the  day  of  trial 
arrived,  returning  the  bond  as  insufficient,  having  retained  it  in  the  mean 
time;  making  also  overtures  to  settle,  and  oftering  to  give  up  1-1 3th  of 
the  premises,  if  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  were  not  an  alien,  which  he 
was  not  proved  to  be ; such  conduct  shewing  that  there  could  be  no 
sufficient  object  in  requiring  security  for  costs.  The  plaintiff’s  attorney 
should  not  have  accepted  back  the  bond,  unless  he  intended  to  admit  its 
insufficiency ; so  neither  party  is  quite  correct  in  his  practice. 

Rule  discharged. 


PRACTICE  COURT. 
MICHAELMAS  TERM,  9 VICTORIA. 


Before  Mr.  Justice  Hagerman. 


Barry  v.  Eocles. 

An  affidavit  of  debt  for  the  sum  of  613I,  stated  to  be  due  as  a distinct  sum  for 
each  of  three  different  causes  of  action;  but  concluding  that  “the  said  sum  of 
613/.  is  still  due  and  owing  to  this  deponent,  by  the  said  Thomas  Eccles,  &c.,” 
was  held  insufficient. 

After  arrest  for  613/.,  and  while  the  defendant  was  in  custody,  all  matters  in 
difference  between  the  parties  were  referred  to  arbitration,  and  an  award  made 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  for  140/.  The  defendant  was  discharged  from 
custody. 

The  rule  as  to  the  necessity  of  a prompt  application  in  cases  of  irregularity,  is 
not  strictly  applied  in  the  cases  of  prisoners. 

Read  obtained  a rule  to  set  aside  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  in  this 
cause,  and  discharge  him  from  custody  for  defects  in  the  affidavit 
of  debt ; and  because  all  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties  had 
been  referred  to  arbitration,  and  an  award  made  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff 
for  a much  less  sum  than  that  for  which  the  defendant  had  been  arrested. 
There  were  several  objections  made  to  the  affidavit  of  debt,  but  the 
piincipal  one,  upon  which  the  court  pronounced  judgment,  was  that  the 
plaintiff'  swore  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  him  in  three  distinct 
causes  of  action, — 613^.  for  lands  sold  and  released  ; 613L  on  a bill  of 
■exchange  for  613Z.  sterling,  acceptance  of  which  was  refused  ; and  613^. 
for  money  found  to  be  due  on  an  account  stated  between  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  and  then  concluded — “This  deponent  further  saith  that  the 
said  sum  of  613^.  is  still  due  and  owing  to  this  deponent  by  the  said  de- 
fendant, &c.”  The  writ  on  which  the  defendant  was  arrested  was  re- 
turnable on  the  last  day  of  last  term  ; on  which  day  the  defendant  was 
taken  and  committed  to  prison.  No  special  bail  was  put  in  by  the  de- 
fendant ; but  a declaration  was  afterwards  served  upon  him  by  the  plaintiff, 
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and  after  declaration,  all  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties  were 
referred  to  arbitration  by  bond  of  submission,  dated  5th  September,  1845, 
and  under  that  submission  an  award  was  made  for  140Z.  in  favour  of  the  ji 
plaintiff’,  on  the  25th  of  the  following  October,  which  was  the  day  limited 
by  the  bond  for  making  the  award. 

A.  Wilson  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  application  of  ; 
the  defendant  was  not  in  time  ; that  the  rule  was  well  established,  that 
in  all  cases  of  irregularity,  the  party  intending  to  move  against  the  irre- 
gular proceeding,  should  apply  promptly ; but  that  in  this  case  the  j 
defendant  had  laid  by  until  so  long  a period  had  elapsed,  that  he  could  | 
not  now  take  advantage  of  any  defect  in  the  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail.  As  | 
to  the  award,  that  was  an  objection  to  the  proceeding  which  was  not  i 
available  on  motion  : the  award  might  be  pleaded,  and  if  it  were  a suffi-  | 
cient  answer  to  anything  above  140?.,  the  defendant  would  get  the  benefit  I 
of  it  in  that  way.  | 

Hagerman,  J. — A motion  has  been  made  for  the  discharge  of  the  j|| 
defendant,  who  is  in  prison  on  a capias  ad  respondendum  at  the  suit  of  il 
the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  the  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail,  is  in  several  | 
respects  defective ; and  because  since  the  arrest,  the  matters  in  difference  j 
between  the  parties  have  been,  by  a bond  of  submission,  referred  to  arbi-  | 
tration,  and  an  award  made.  The  award  has  not  been  produced,  but  it  j 
is  admitted  in  argument  that  it  was  duly  made,  and  that  140?.  was  |j 
awarded  to  the  plaintiff.  The  bond  recites  that  an  action  had  been  com-  I 
menced  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  for  the  recovery  of  613?.  1 
sterling,  on  a bill  of  exchange  ; and  also,  1000?.  currency,  for  lands  sold  j 
and  released,  and  for  goods  and  chattels  sold  and  delivered ; and  refers  |i 
these  claims  specifically,  as  well  as  all  other  matters  in  dispute,  and  the  j 
costs  of  the  suit,  as  well  as  of  the  submission,  to  the  decision  of  the  j 
arbitrators  : it  being  further  agreed  that  the  submission  should  be  made  li 
a rule  of  court,  and  that  the  award  should  be  made,  and  ready  for  j 
delivery  by  the  25th  October  following  the  date  of  the  bond,  which  is  the  | 
4th  September,  1845.  The  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail  was  sworn  on  the  If 
8th  August,  and  the  defendant  was  arrested  the  following  day,  being  the  ! 
last  day  of  term,  and  has  been  in  close  custody  since  that  time.  Mr.  t 
Wallbridge,  an  attorney  of  this  court,  swears  that  he  was  retained  by  the  !i 
defendant,  and  that  he  acted  for  him  down  to  the  time  the  award  was  ||j 
made,  but  he  entered  no  appearance  for  him.  An  appearance  was  entered  j; 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  a declaration  subsequently  served  upon  the  defendant  |j 
himself,  (on  what  day  is  not  mentioned) , after  which  the  reference  was  agreed 
upon.  Several  objections  are  taken  to  the  affidavit ; but  the  only  one  that  [i  ■ 
I at  present  think  material,is  the  last,  viz.,  that  although  the  plaintiff  alleges  b 
three  distinct  causes  of  action,  viz.,  1st.  613?.  currency,  for  lands,  &c.,  : 

sold  ; 2nd.  613?.  currency,  on  a bill  of  exchange  for  613?.  sterling,  | 
acceptance  of  which  was  refused ; and,  3rd.  613?.  currency,  on  an  account 
stated,  he  concludes  his  affidavit  in  these  words  : ‘‘  This  deponent  further  jfj 
“ saith,  that  the  said  sum  of  613?.  is  still  due  and  owing  to  this  deponent  hy  j ■ 
said  Thomas  Ecdes,  ^cT  ]^ow,  there  are  three  sums  of  613/., 
sworn  to  be  due  the  plaintiff,  and  if  he  does  not  intend  to  hold  the  de-  | 
fendant  to  bail  upon  all  of  them,  which  ot  the  said  sums  is  it  that  the  j 
arrest  is  made  fori  I think  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  know  this  dis-  P 
tinctly  ; and  that  the  defect  in  the  affidavit  in  this  respect  is  an  important  ! 
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one ; and  that  the  writ  and  arrest  upon  it  should  be  set  aside.  It  has 
been  argued  that  the  application  has  been  made  too  late  ; that  the  de- 
fendant has  lost  the  opportunity  for  taking  advantage  of  any  irregularity 
in  the  affidavit  by  delay  ; and  at  all  events,  in  having  taken  a step  sub- 
sequently to  the  arrest,  by  submitting  the  suit  and  other  matters  to  arbi- 
!:  tration.  With  respect  to  delay.  The  arrest,  as  I have  observed,  took 
» place  on  the  last  day  of  the  last  term,  viz.,  the  9th  August.  No  step 
j was  taken  in  the  cause  by  the  defendant,  or  any  attorney  for  him,  until 
the  30th  October,  when  the  judge  in  chambers  was  applied  to  for  his 
discharge  on  the  grounds  mentioned  in  the  rule,  the  decision  upon  which 
has  stood  over  until  now.  I think  clearly  that  the  alleged  delay  would 
be  no  bar  to  an  order  for  his  release.  It  is  said  that  defendant  is  too 
late  in  taking  advantage  of  -an  irregularity  in  an  affidavit,  if  he  delays 
beyond  the  time  for  putting  in  bail,  which  was  the  case  here.  But  I 
think  this  rule  should  not  be  too  rigidly  construed.  Lord  Abinger 
and  Baron  Parke,  in  Rook  v.  Johnson,  4 Dowl,  405  ; 1 T.  & G.  43  ; 

; express  it  as  their  opinion,  that  prisoners  stand  in  a different  situa- 
i tion  Irom  defendants  at  large — they  are  to  be  more  indulgently  con- 
; sidered — and  common  sense  plainly  indicates  the  propriety  of  this.  If 
this  defendant,  for  instance,  were  continued  in  prison,  he  would  be  deprived 
of  his  liberty,  although  the  affidavit  required  by  law  before  he  could  be 
arrested  at  all,  was  insufficient  for  such  a purpose.  I do  not  think  that 
a fair  construction  of  what  is  understood  to  be  the  opinion  of  courts  at 
the  present  day,  will  justify  such  a decision, — certainly  not  in  a case 
1 circumstanced  as  this  is.  Again,  as  to  the  second  point  of  objection, 
i which  I consider  material, viz., the  reference  to  arbitration  by  bond, not  only 
of  the  subject  matter  of  this  suit,  but  all  other  matters  in  dispute  between 
the  parties;  and  the  admission  that  an  award  has  been  made  for  <£140, 
instead  of  the  much  larger  sum  sworn  to.  I think  the  defendant  entitled 
; to  his  discharge  on  this  ground ; and  to  shew  the  propriety  of  an  order  to 
that  effect,  it  may  be  asked,  upon  what  cause  of  action  the  party  is  now 
in  custody  ? The  reference  and  award  put  an  end  to  further  proceedings 
in  the  suit.  The  plaintiff  must  now  proceed  by  an  action,  or  by  attach- 
ment, to  recover  the  sum  awarded  him  : he  therefore  cannot  retain  this 
party  in  custody  in  a suit  he  has  voluntarily  debarred  himself  from  pro- 
ceeding in,  and  which  has  consequently  abated.  The  referring  to  arbi- 
tration was  not,  under  the  circumstances,  and  in  the  then  state  of  the 
proceedings,  taking  a step  in  the  action,  as  has  been  argued,  but  the 
entering  into  a new  agreement  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of,and  settling 
all  matters  in  dispute  between  the  parties ; it  was  in  truth  an  abandon- 
ment of  the  action ; and  when  the  award  was  made,  if  not  immediately 
on  signing  the  submission,  the  plaintiff  was,  as  I have  already  mentioned, 
debarred  from  proceeding  in  his  suit;  if  he  can  recover  any  thing 
I from  the  defendant  now,  it  must  be  upon  the  award,  which  is  a new  cause 
of  action,  and  not  the  one  upon  which  the  latter  was  arrested,  as  stated 
in  the  plaintiff’s  declaration. 

Rule  absolute. 
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TUESDAY,  25th  NOVEMBER,  1815. 

Present — The  Chief  Justice, 

Mr.  Justice  Macaulay, 

Mr.  Justice  Jones, 

Mr.  Justice  McLean, 

Handcock  V.  Bethunb. 

Where  on  the  trial  of  an  issue  in  assumpsit,  and  after  the  jury  had  rendered 
their  verdict,  but  before  any  other  business  was  proceeded  with,  the  learned 
judge  examined  a witness  to  prove  only  that  the  cause  was  one  proper  to  be 
tried  in  the  Queen’s  Bench  ; and  thereupon  granted  a certificate  for  costs  ; 
the  court,  on  motion  to  rescind  the  certificate,  held  that  it  was  properly 
granted. 

Assumpsit.  Plea,  general  issue,  and  payment  of  13^.  lO-s.  into  court 
and  no  damage  beyond.  Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  5Z.  The  plaintiff  re- 
covered 5L,  as  being  justly  due  him,  besides  the  amount  paid  into  court. 
After  the  verdict  was  recorded,  but  before  any  other  business  was  gone 
into,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  entitle  himself  to  a certificate  for  Queen’s 
Bench  costs,  called  a witness  who  was  allowed  to  be  sworn,  and  stated 
that  he  took  out  the  process  in  this  action  on  3rd  June,  last,  which  was 
before  the  late  District  Court  Act  came  into  effect ; and,  as  the  amount 
claimed  was  above  15Z.,  and  unliquidated,  and  could  not  under  the  then 
existing  law  have  been  sued  for  in  the  District  Court,  he  moved  for  a 
certificate,  which  the  learned  judge  granted. 

Phillpotts  now  moved  for  a rule  to  rescind  this  certificate  on  the  ground 
that  the  learned  judge  was  wrong  in  admitting  any  evidence  for  the  pur- 
pose of  deciding  upon  the  right  to  a certificate  for  costs,  after  the  jury  had 
rendered  their  verdict. 

Blake  shewed  cause. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — We  are  all  of  opinion,  that  this  rule  should  be 
refused.  The  certificate  is  not  objected  to  as  being  granted  out  of  time, 
but  the  fault  imputed  is,  that  it  was  granted  on  evidence  not  legally 
received.  Under  the  former  District  Court  law,  the  plaintiff  would  i 
clearly  have  been  entitled  to  a certificate  ; the  demand  being  above  15^., 
and  unliquidated.  The  late  act  enlarged  the  jurisdiction  so  as  to  have 
embraced  this  claim,  if  the  action  were  not  brought  before  the  statute 
came  into  operation.  When  the  action  was  brought,  was  no  part  of  the 
issues  the  jury  had  to  try  : their  being  discharged,  therefore,  was  of  no 
account.  It  could  no  more  be  a material  question  while  they  were  em- 
panelled, than  afterwards.  It  was  material  only  for  the  purpose  of  j ^ 
guiding  the  discretion  of  the  judge  in  granting  or  withholding  the  certi- 1 ' 
ficate;  fora  cause  of  which  he  alone  was  to  judge.  We  think  it  was  | 


SLBE  V.  GRAHAM  AND  OTHERS. 


387 

j proper  to  ascertain  the  fact  on  oath  and  in  presence  of  both  parties,  (the 
^ jury  had  nothing  to  do  with  tho  question,)  and  there  is  no  reason  whv 
\y  we  should  set  aside  the  certificate  (a)  ^ 

Rule  refused. 

:j: 

ii: 


Slbe  V.  Graham  and  others. 

; Where  in  trespass  the  defendant  pleaded  a license,  which  the  plaintiff  denied  • 

I held  that  under  such  denial,  the  plaintiff  could  not  go  into  evidence  that  the 
license  had  been  fraudulently  obtained  ; but  that  if  the  fraud  were  relied  imon 
I it  should  have  been  specially  pleaded^ 

I Trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  a barn  and  stable  of  the  plaintiff 
on  the  west  half  of  lot  I^"o.  6,  in  the  2nd  concession  of  Markham  and 
taking  away  and  converting  two  horses  and  harness  belonging  to 'him 
j The  defendants  pleaded,— first,  the  general  issue ; secondly,  that  they 
'committed  the  trespasses  by  the  license  of  the  plaintiff;  thirdly,  denying 
that  the  horses  and  harness  belonged  to  the  plaintiff ; fourthly,  giving 
colour.  The  plaintiff  replied,  denying  the  license,  and  taking  issue  on 
i the  other  pleas.  It  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  plaintiff  had,  by  a 
eealed  instrument,  which  was  produced,  mortgaged  the  horses  and  har- 
ness in  question  to  Brunskill,  one  of  the  defendants,  and  his  partner* 

I for  a debt  due  to  them,  and  which  was  to  be  paid  at  a day  named  • and 
it  was  expressly  stipulated  in  this  writing,  that  the  horses,  &c.,  were  to 
remain  in  the  plaintiff ’s  possession  till  the  day  set  for  payment  • and 
that  if  the  money  should  not  be  then  paid  to  the  defendant  Brunskill 
then  he,  with  any  persons  he  chose  to  take  with  him,  might  enter  upon 
the  plaintiff’s  premises,  and  take  the  horses  and  harness.  The  evidence 
of  a licence  being  very  clear,  the  plaintiff  desired  to  repel  the  defence  by 
proving  that  the  instrument  produced,  in  other  words,  the  license  "had 
: been  fraudulently  obtained  from  him.  But  the  learned  judge  rejected 
I be  evidence,  conceiving  it  inadmissible  under  the  issue,  and  upon  his 
J Greeting  the  jury  in  favour  of  the  defendants  upon  the  plea  of  license 
! he  plaintiff  submitted  to  a non-suit,  which  ’ 

|:  G.  Duggan,  on  his  behalf,  moved  to  set  aside,  as  having  been  impro- 

I )erly  granted.  ^ 

I Sherwood,  Sol.  Gen.,  shewed  cause. 

! Robinson,  C.  J.— We  think  it  clear,  that  the  defence  desired  to  be  set 
I ip  here,  must,  like  duress,  be  specially  pleaded  ; the  denial  of  the  license 
: nly  puts  in  issue  the  fact  of  having  given  it,  not  that  it  was  fairly 
[ btained.  It  is  not  intimated  that  the  defence  intended  was,  that  the 
r |.laintiff  was  drunk  or  insane  when  he  gave  the  license,  or  did  not  know 
jrhat  he  did.  The  principle  is  the  same  as  in  regard  to  the  evidence  on 
plea  of  non  est  factum,  which  denies  only  the  fact  of  execution  by  a 
I |erson  capable  of  contracting.  ^ 

- Rule  discharged. 

{a)  7 Car.  & P.  529. 
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Baldwin  q.  t.  v.  Henderson. 


In  debt  for  penalties  under  32  Hen.  VIII.  ch.  9,  against  the  buyer  of  a disputed 
title  it  must  be  distinctly  left  to  the  jury  to  say,  not  merely  whether  the  right 
■was  a pretended  right,  but  also  whether  the  buyer  knew  that  neither  the  seller 
nor  those  under  whom  he  claimed,  had  been  in  possession  of  the  land,  or 
receipt  of  the  rents  and  prcfils,  for  a year  next  before  the  sale. 


Debt  on  the  statute  32  Hen.  VIII.  ch.  9,  to  recover  a penalty  of  the 
defendant,  for  buying  a pretended  title.  Plea,  nil  debet.  Verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  400/.  This  being  an  action  against  the  buyer,  not  the 
seller,  it  was  necessary,  by  the  express  words  of  the  statute,  and  had  been 
so  determined  by  the  court  in  the  case  of  Beasley  q.  t.  v.  Cahill  (a),  that 
it  should  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  not  only  that  the 
defendant  knew  when  he  made  the  purchase  that  the  right  was  a mere 
pretended  right,  but  that  he  also  knew  that  the  vendor,  and  those  under 
whom  he  claimed,  had  not  been  iu  possession  for  a year  next  before  thel 
sale,  or  receiving  the  rents  and  profits.  All  that  was  proved  with  regard 
to  the  defendant’s  knowledge  of  the  possession  was,  that  he  was  well 
aware  that  for  some  time  before  the  sale,  the  vendor,  a person  named  Cant, 
living  in  another  part  of  the  country,  not  on  or  near  the  land  in 


was 


question.  The  fact  was,  that  one  Foster  was  then,  and  had  been  fori 
about  nine  years  previously,  living  on  this  land,  not  as  tenant  to  the  ven- 
dor, or  under  any  privity  with  him,  but  by  permission  of  a third  party.!  n 
There  was  no  evidence  however  given  at  the  trial,  that  the  defendant,|  |l 
when  he  bought  and  took  his  deed,  knew  anything  of  Foster  or  any  other! 
person  being  in  possession  j or  whether  it  was  not  and  always  had  beeuL 
merely  an  unoccupied  lot.  All  that  the  defendant  was  shewn  to  havei  J 
been  aware  of  was,  that  the  vendor  himself  had  not  been  occupying  thef 
lot  in  his  own  person.  The  jury  expressly  found  that  it  was  uotl 
proved  to  them  that  the  defendant  knew  Foster  to  be  in  possession. 

Sherwood,  Sol.  Gen.,  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  on  the  groundj 
that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection  ia| 
the  way  in  which  the  scienter  by  the  defendant  was  left  to  the  jury. 

A.  Wilson,  shewed  cause. 

Kobinson,  C.  j. — We  are  of  opinion,  that  this  rule  must  be  made 
absolute.  It  is  necessary  clearly  for  the  plaintiff  in  such  a case  as  the| 
present,  to  aver  that  the  buyer  of  the  estate,  against  whom  he  is  proceeding!  ’ 
under  the  statute,  knew  when  he  bought,  that  the  vendor  had  not  been  in|’ 
possession  for  a whole  year  next  before  the  sale,  or  received  the  rents  andf_ 


profits.  Then,  as  he  is  bound  to  aver  this,  it  is  incumbent  on  him  to| 
prove  it,  and  the  only  evidence  he  gave  came  short  of  that ; because,  for| 
all  that  appeared,  the  defendant  did  not  know  that  Cant  was  not  in  pos-i 
session  through  a tenant,  or  receiving  the  rents  and  profits,  although  hef 
was  not  residing  in  person  on  the  estate.  The  jury  found  that  the  defen-| 
dant  was  aware  that  Cant  had  only  a pretended  right,  and  it  would  there-! 
fore  not  be  to  the  purpose  to  say,  in  the  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  hejj 
may  have  supposed  the  lot  to  be  wholly  unoccupied  ; for  a mere  pre|  i( 
tended  right  does  not  draw  after  it  that  constructive  possession,  which  % 
is  in  contemplation  of  law  annexed  to  the  title  of  the  true  owner,  whenj  ifl 
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te  is  not  actually  disseised.  To  enable  Cant  to  sell  without  danger  to 
himself  or  to  his  vendee,  he  must  have  been  in  actual  possession,  or,  in 
receipt  of  the  rents  aud  profits ; the  averment  therefore  is,  that  he  was 
not,  and  that  the  defendant  knew  it ; but  the'  scienter  was  not  proved  to 
the  extent  of  the  averment,  and  there  must,  therefore,  be  a new  trial. 
As  this  is  a penal  proceeding,  and  we  do  not  know  what  the  fact  may 
have  been  in  regard  to  the  defendant’s  knowledge  of  the  occupation  of  the 
lot,  we  think  it  is  incumbent  upon  us  to  grant  a new  trial,  in  order  that 
the  jury  may  determine  all  that  is  necessary  to  be  ascertained  before  there 
ean  be  a legal  conviction  ; but  as  it  appears  that  the  defendant’s  counsel 
did  not,  at  the  trial,  call  the  attention  of  the  learned  judge  to  this  point, 
and  insist  on  its  being  submitted  to  the  jury,  we  can  only  properly  grant 
a new  trial  on  payment  of  costs ; because,  if  the  defendant  objected  at 
the  trial  that  nothing  had  yet  been  given  in  evidence  to  the  jury  which 
could  guide  them  as  to  his  knowledge,  whether  Cant  had  or  had  not  been 
in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  through  the  last  year,  it  is  possible 
that  the  plaintiff  might,  with  the  permission  of  the  learned  judge,  have 
supplied  that  defect  in  the  evidence. 

Eule  absolute  for  new  trial,  on  payment  of  costs. 


Doe  DEM.  Morrough  et  al  v.  Maybee. 

Where  in  ejectment  by  co-heiresses,  it  was  proved  that  the  party  in  possession 
had  acknowledged  the  ancestor’s  title ; and  it  was  also  shewn  that  the  lessors 
:|  of  the  plaintiff  were  his  children ; but  the  jury  found  for  the  defendants  : on 
a motion  for  a new  trial,  the  court  would  not  entertain  the  objection  that  it 
was  not  proved  that  the  lessors  were  the  Itgitimate  children  of  the  alleged 
ancestor,  as  that  point  had  not  been  raised  at  the  trial. 

Ejectment  for  part  of  lot  hTo.  2,  in  the  2nd  concession  of  Sidney.  The 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff  claim  as  daughters  and  co-heiresses  of  Robert  L. 
Morrough  deceased.  The  title  of  Morrough  was  not  proved,  but  it  was 
proved  that  one  Smith,  father-in-law  of  the  defendant,  had  been  many  years 
in  possession  of  the  rear  part  of  the  lot,  and  that  the  defendant,  by  his  per- 
mission, and  hoping  to  obtain  a title  from  or  through  him,  went  to  live 
on  the  front  half,  and  had  occupied  it  for  ten  or  twelve  years  before  this 
action  was  brought.  How  long  Smith  had  been  in  possession  did  not 
appear.  In  1813,  the  agent  of  R.  L.  Morrough,  who  was  then  living, 
went  in  person  to  ascertain  the  state  of  the  lands,  and  found  them  thus 
occupied.  Smith  entered  into  a treaty  with  him  about  the  purchase, 
and  accepted  a lease  of  the  part  he  was  occupying ; the  defendant  pre- 
tending no  other  title  than  occupancy  under  Smith’s  permission,  made  a 
proposal  to  Morrough’s  agent  to  purchase  the  land,  which  was  not  acceded 
to ; and  he  afterwards  endeavoured  to  defend  himself  on  the  ground  of 
his  possession  merely.  !N’o  other  evidence  was  given  at  the  trial  of 
Morrough’s  title  than  this  proof  of  acquiesence  in  it,  and  acknowledg- 
ment of  it ; and  the  only  evidence  of  the  title  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
to  inherit,  was  given  by  witness  who  swore  that  Robert  L.  Morrough  died 
in  1844 ; that  he  had  had  a son  who  died  many  years  ago  without  issue, 
and  that  his  three  daughters,  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  were  his  only 
■surviving  children.  The  defendant’s  counsel,  at  the  trial,  raised  an 
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, objection  that  Smith’s  admissions  of  Morrough’s  title  could  not  be  received 
to  the  prejudice  of  this  defendant,  after  Smith  had  relinquished  the  pos- 
session of  this  part  of  the  lot  to  him,  and  in  such  a manner  that  the 


wedlock  ; and  no  questions  on  that  point  were  asked  of  the  witness  who 
proved  the  relationship.  The  jury,  upon  what  ground  did  not  appear 
found  a verdict  for  the  defendant. 

A.  H.  Meyers,  for  the  plaintiffs,  moved  for  a new  trial,  the  verdict  being 
contrary,  as  he  contended,  to  law  and  evidence,  and  also  to  the  judge's 
charge ; and 

Crooks,  for  the  defendant,  insisted  that  he  had  a right  to  retain  his,, 
verdict,  because  proof  was  not  given  of  the  legitimacy  of  the  lessors  of 
the  plaintiff. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  plaintiff,  we  think,  is  entitled  in  this  case  to  a 
new  trial.  The  defendant  had  acknowledged  that  Mr.  Morrough  was  the 
owner  of  the  estate  by  offering  to  buy  it  of  him,  and  by  going  in  under 
Smith,  who  never  pretended  title,  and  is  in  fact  a tenant.  As  to  the 
supposed  defect  in  evidence,  in  not  expressly  proving  that  the  lessors  of 
the  plaintiff,  who  were  sworn  to  be  the  only  surviving  children  of  Mr, 
Morrough,  were  his  legitimate  children  ; that  is  not  to  be  doubted,  espe- 
cially after  verdict,  when  there  is  nothing  shewn  to  bring  their  legiti- 
macy in  question.  The  learned  judge  reports  that  the  witness,  who 
swore  that  these  were  Mr.  Morrough’s  children,  swore  also  that  their 
mother  was  his  sister ; and  did  in  fact  swear  that  she  was  married  to< 
Mr.  Morrough.  If  the  defendant  had  meant  to  question  the  legitimacy  of 
the  children,  he  should  have  enquired  into  the  fact.  If  he  had  done  so, 
there  would  probably  have  been  no  room  left  for  the  difficulty  which  is 
now  started.  But  though  the  case  was  defended,  and  the  defendant’s 
counsel  raised  other  objections,  he  made  none  on  this  point,  and  we 
should  not  allow  him  now  to  make  it  after  verdict,  when  we  are  rather  to 
intend  that  the  fact  was  proved.  There  is  no  affidavit  filed  to  lead  to  a, 
doubt  that  these  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  are  co-heiresses  of  E.  L.  Morrough ; 
and  if  a defendant  could  be  suffered  to  lie  by,  and,  after  verdict,  object 
that  there  was  no  formal  proof  of  some  necessary  part  of  the  plaintiff’s 
case,  then  the  forbearance  to  ask  a question  at  nisi  prius  upon  any  point 
so  notorious  that  it  might  naturally  be  supposed  (and. especially  when  the 
opposing  party  was  silent)  to  pass  unquestioned,  must,  of  necessity,  lead 
to  another  trial. 


It  is  no  objection  to  the  plaintiff’s  recovery  in  trespass,  that  the  only  trespass 
proved  was  committed  on  a day  anterior  to  the  time  laid  in  the  declaration,  and 
if  there  be  any  evidence  of  identity  of  the  premises,  the  court  will  not  grant  a 
new  trial  for  want  of  sufficient  evidence,  when  the  damages  are  small,  and  the 
justice  of  the  case  is  with  the  plaintiff. 

Trespass  quare  clausum  fregit.  The  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  defen- 
dant, on  the  24th  July,  1845,  and  on  divers  other  days,  &c.,  broke  and 
entered  his  close,  being  Lot  iN’o.  12,  on  the  north  side  of  Market  Street, 


defendant  could  not  be  treated  as  his  tenant : no  objection  was  taken  by 
him  that  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  were  not  shewn  to  have  been  born  in 


Eule  absolute. 


Molloy  V.  Standsfield. 
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in  the  town  of  London,  and  with  hogs,  &c.  rooted  up  and  subverted  the 
.^Isoil.  The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue.  At  the  trial,  it  was 
objected  that  the  plaintiff  had  given  no  evidence  that  the  trespass  was 
committed  in  the  place  described  in  the  declaration,  and  an  objection  was 
also  taken,  that  no  trespass  was  proved  to  have  been  committed  after  the 
only  day  particularly  named  in  the  declaration.  The  learned  judge  over- 
ruled both  objections,  and  the  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  U.  damages. 
A rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  was  obtained  by  Beecher,  for  misdirection  on  the 
points  raised  at  the  trial. 

Crawford  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — With  regard  to  the  objection  as  to  the  time  of  the 
trespass  proved,  there  is  nothing  in  it.  The  trespass  is  laid  on  the 
24th  July,  1845,  and  the  only  act  of  trespass  relied  on  was,  the 
destroying  a small  crop  of  potatoes  by  the  defendant’s  hogs,  which  was 
said  by  the  witness  who  proved  it,  to  have  taken  place  about  the  22nd 
July,  1845.  There  is  no  doubt  that  when  a trespass  is  laid  on 
one  day  named,  and  on  other  days  between  that  time  and  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff  may  give  evidence  of  one  act  of 
trespass  on  a day  before  the  day  named(a).  As  to  the  defect  of  proof 
in  regard  to  the  place,  as  the  objection  was  over-ruled  and  not  reserved, 
it  would  be  to  no  purpose  to  grant  a new  trial,  for  it  is  evident  on  the 
judge’s  notes,  that  there  could  be  no  difficulty  in  supplying  the  proof  of 
the  number  of  the  lot  on  another  occasion,  and  that  the  plaintiff  must 
recover  at  least  as  much  damages  as  the  first  verdict  gives  him.  And, 
besides,  it  was  in  proof  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  referred  the 
damages  to  arbitration, — going  with  others  upon  the  land  in  order  to 
have  them  estimated,  so  that  it  is  clear  the  locality  was  well  understood 
and  that  there  was  no  dispute  between  them  about  it. 

Eule  discharged. 


Denison  y.  Donelly. 

In  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  work  and  labour,  &c.,  the  defendant  pleaded  a set- 
off for  money  had  and  received,  &c.,  and  at  the  trial  attempted  to  give  in 
evidence  the  receipt  of  money  by  the  plaintiff  for  him,  which  it  was  shewn 
was  received  according  to  the  condition  of  a bond,  upon  which  the  defendant 
had  commenced  an  action  against  the  plaintiff.  Held  that  such  evidence  was 
not  admissible  to  establish  the  plea. 

Assumpsit  on  a promissory  note,  and  on  the  common  counts.  Plea, 
.general  issue  and  set-off  for  money  had  and  received.  A question  arose 
at  the  trial  upon  a claim  advanced  by  the  defendant  under  his  plea  of 
set-off,  and  a verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for  %l.  Ss.  9d.,  subject  to 
the  opinion  of  this  court  upon  the  admissibility  of  that  claim,  which,  if 
allowed,  would  overbalance,  by  more  than  801.,  the  sum  for  which  the 
plaintiff  had  received  a verdict.  The  nature  of  the  set-off,  and  the  ground 
upon  which  it  was  claimed,  appear  in  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

J.  Hilly ard  Cameron  for  the  plaintiff. 

R.  B.  BulUvan  for  the  defendant. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  think  it  clear  that  the  set-off  could  not  be 
allowed.  It  was  for  money  received  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant. 


(c«)  1 Ch.  PI.  7th  Ed.  408. 
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in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  to  which  they  were  hound  by  mutual  bonds; 
and  which  money  was  not,  by  the  terms  of  their  agreement,  to  be  repaid 
to  the  defendant,  or  to  be  held  for  him,  but  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff 
into  the  Bank  of  Upper  Canada,  to  the  credit  of  the  commissioners  of 
the  Dundas  road,  being  money  received  by  the  defendant  as  toll-keeper 
at  a gate  which  he  had  rented  at  a certain  sum,  and  the  plaintiff  having 
become  security  for  him,  the  money  when  received,  as  the  sum  in  ques- 
tion was,  at  the  gate,  was  to  pass  through  the  plaintiff’s  hands  into  the 
bank. 

If  the  plaintiff  has  retained  this  money  in  his  hands,  or  any  part  of  it, 
wrongfully  and  contrary  to  the  agreement,  the  defendant  has  his  remedy 
on  the  bond  which  he  holds, — but  it  cannot  be  made  an  item  of  set-off 
in  this  action. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 


Ebenezer  Hall  v.  Levi  Warner. 

Where  in  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  the  defendant  pleaded  against  the  further 
maintenance  of  the  suit,  a reference  to  arbitration  after  action  brought,  and 
that  the  defendant  paid  five  shillings  to  the  plaintiff  in  pursuance  of  the  deci- 
sion of  the  arbitrators,  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  damages  and  costs, 
and  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially  for  the  insufficiency  of  the  statement  of 
the  reference  to  arbitration  : Held,  that  the  plea  was  a good  plea  of  award 
and  satisfaction,  and  that  all  about  the  reference  might  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 

Trespass,  for  entering  and  breaking  the  plaintiff’s  close,  in  the  town- 
ship of  Ekfrid,  in  the  London  District,  and  damaging  and  displacing  the 
fences.  The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue;  and  secondly,  that 
after  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  before  the  plaintiff  declared 
therein,  to  wit,  &c.,  a certain  memorandum  or  agreement  in  writing  was 
made  and  entered  into  between  the  said  defendant  and  the  said  plaintiff, 
whereby  it  was  agreed  to  withdraw  the  suit,  and  to  submit  all  matters 
of  difference  or  in  controversy,  up  to  the  date  of  the  said  memorandum 
or  agreement,  to  the  decision  of  certain  arbitrators;  and  that  in  pursuance 
of  the  decision  of  the  said  arbitrators,  the  said  defendant  paid  to  the  said 
plaintiff  the  sum  of  five  shillings  of  lawful  money,  &c.,  in  full  satisfaction 
and  discharge  of  the  said  supposed  trespasses  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
and  of  all  damages  by  the  plaintiff  sustained  by  reason  thereof,  and  of  all 
the  costs  and  charges  of  the  plaintiff  by  him  incurred  and  expended  in  the 
action  to  the  time  of  payment;  and  the  said  plaintiff  accepted  and 
received  the  said  sum  of  five  shillings,  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of 
the  said  supposed  trespasses,  and  of  the  said  damages,  costs  and  charges, 
and  this  the  said  defendant  is  ready  to  verify,  &c.  To  this  plea  the 
plaintiff  shewed  the  following  causes  of  demurrer  : “That  the  said  plea 
“does  not  state  or  shew  to  what  arbitrators  the  said  matters  in  controversy 
“were  referred,  nor  that  the  arbitrators  made  any  award  or  decision  in  the 
“premises  pursuant  to  the  said  agreement  mentioned  in  the  said  plea,  or 
“otherwise,  it  being  merely  stated  by  way  of  recital,  that  a sum  of  money 
“was  paid  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  in  pursuance  of  the  decision; 
“nor  does  it  appear  that  the  said  arbitrators  heard  the  parties  and  inves- 
“tigated  the  matters  in  difference  between  them,  as  it  would  have  been 
“their  duty  to  do,  &c.’’  Joinder  in  demurrer. 
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Robinson,  C.  J. — I am  of  opinion  that  all  that  is  said  in  this  plea  about 
the  arbitration,  is  idle  and  superfluous.  The  gist  of  the  defence  is,  that 
, five  shillings  were  paid  by  the  defendant  and  accepted  by  plaintiff,  in 
satisfaction  and  discharge  of  all  damages  and  costs  in  this  action,  which 
had  been  before  commenced . This  alone  is  a good  bar  to  the  further 
I'  maintenance  of  the  suit,  for  which  purpose  it  is  pleaded.  It  would  equally 
have  been  a good  accord  and  satisfaction,  if  there  had  been  no  reference  to 
arbitration  ; the  satisfaction  is  not  the  worse  for  having  been  suggested  by 
another;  if  both  parties  assented,  it  is  no  matter  how  the  sum  came  to  be 
fixed  at  five  shillings.  All  that  is  pertinent  is  well  pleaded,  except  that 
if  no  time  is  mentioned  when  the  five  shillings  were  paid,  which,  however, 
i is  not  excepted  in  the  demurrer. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Sutherland  and  Sutherland  v.  Small,  one,  &c. 

Where  in  assumpsit  on  a promissory  note,  the  defendant  pleaded  payment  and  set- 
off, and  gave  particulars  of  the  account  claimed  by  him,  and  on  the  trial  he  receiv- 
ed credit  for  a sum  of  loL,  by  which  the  plaintiff’s  account  was  over  balanced 
which  there  was  reason  to  believe  had  been  already  credited  to  him  in  another 
account,  and  should  not  have  been  brought  into  this  action,  the  court  granted  a 
; rule  for  a new  trial,  silent  as  to  costs. 

The  plaintiffs  sued  as  indorsees  of  a promissory  note  made  by  the  ie- 

■ fendant  to  J.  King,  Esquire,  or  order,  on  the  8th  July,  1842,  for  25Z.  16.s. 
payable  in  ninety  days.  The  defendant  pleaded  payment  and  a set-off. 

■ The  defendant  gave  particulars  of  his  alleged  payments  and  of  his  set-off 
the  items  being  the  same  in  each,  the  first  dated  July,  1842,  and  the 
last,  January,  1843,  in  all,  four  items,  amounting  together  to  33?.  45,  \d. 
One  of  these  items  was  ‘‘money  had  and  received  by  the  plaintiffs  from 
“the  defendant,  on  account,  as  per  his  receipt,  without  date  ; 10?.’'  The 
receipt  without  date  ran  thus  : “Received  from  J.  E.  Small,  Esquire,  the 
“ sum  of  ten  pounds,  currency,  on  account;”  and  was  signed  by  one  of 
the  plaintiffs.  Ko  proof  was  given  at  the  trial,  of  any  other  transaction 
upon  which  the  defendant  had  become  debtor  to  the  plaintiffs  than  the 
note  sued  upon.  It  seemed  that  the  jury,  allowing  to  the  defendant  all 
these  items,  found  his  account  overbalance  that  of  the  plaintiff’s  by  7Z. 
25.  ^d.  for  which  sum  they  gave  a verdict  for  the  defeodant,  which 

G,  Duggan^  for  the  plaintiffs,  moved  to  set  aside  as  being  contrary  to 
law  and  evidence,  and  upon  affidavits  complaining  that  they  were  taken 
by  surpise  in  regard  to  this  item  of  10?.,  for  which  the  defendant  held 
the  plaintiffs’  receipt  without  a date. 

Grant  shewed  cause,  and  filed  an  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  in  which 
he  stated  that  he  had  paid  the  money  according  to  the  receipt,  but  he 
could  not  positively  state  that  it  was  paid  upon  the  note,  or  that  the 
plaintiffs'  account  of  the  payment  having  been  made  for  goods  sold,  was 
incorrect. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — We  would  recommend  the  parties  to  settle  this 
matter,  as  the  defendant  has  expressed  himself  willing  to  do,  by  reference 
to  some  respectable  arbitrator.  In  the  meantime,  if  it  is  not  so  arranged, 
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we  think,  upon  the  affidavits,  we  must  grant  a new  trial.  The  plaintiff's 
affidavit  is  positive  and  clear,  that  the  lOZ.  received  was  for  a payment 
made  on  the  19th  i^’ovember,  1838,  on  an  old  account ; that  is,  nearly 
four  years  before  the  note  sued  on  was  made  ; and  that  it  was  entered  to 
the  defendant’s  credit  on  that  day  in  their  books.  The  defendant  does 
not  deny  that  there  had  been  accounts  between  him  and  the  plaintiffs  at 
that  early  period,  and  declares  himself  uncertain  when,  or  on  what  account 
the  lOZ.  may  have  been  paid;  he  does  not  deny  the  truth  of  the  plaintiffs’ 
account  of  the  matter,  but  candidly  admits  that  he  is  much  in  doubt 
whether  he  should  have  had  credit  for  it  in  this  action,  or  not.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  plaintiffs  having  had  ample  notice  that  the  defendant 
intended  to  claim  a credit  on  this  undated  receipt  for  10/.,  as  a payment 
made  on  account  of  the  note,  made  no  attempt  at  the  trial  to  repel  the 
charge,  not  even  by  shewing  that  there  had  been  dealings  between  them 
and  the  defendant,  earlier  than  the  note;  and  they  account  for  this 
omission,  only  by  declaring  that  they  had  no  idea  that  the  defendant 
could  possibly  mean  to  claim  such  a credit,  although  they  had  th 
plainest  reason  to  know  that  the  defendant  did  mean  to  claim  it.  Both 
parties  are  in  some  measure  to  blame  for  not  having  the  matter  better 
cleared  up  at  the  trial,  and  we  therefore  merely  grant  a new  trials 
without  any  direction  in  regard  to  the  costs. 

Eule  absolute  for  new  trial. 


Denison,  one,  &c.,  v.  Donelly. 

The  plea  of  no  bill  delivered  to  an  action  brought  by  an  attorney  to  recover  his 
costs,  should  conclude  with  a verification ; and  a plea  that  the  action  was  com- 
menced before  the  expiration  of  one  month  after  the  delivery  of  any  bill,  &c.,  was 
held  bad  on  special  demurrer,  as  containing  a negative  pregnant. 

Assumpsit  by  the  plaintiff  as  an  attorney  suing  by  attachment  of  pri- 
vilege. The  second  count  of  the  declaration  was  for  money  lent : the 
fourth  count,  for  services,  &c.,  as  an  attorney  ; and  the  sixth  count,  on 
the  account  stated.  The  defendant  pleaded  to  these  counts,  that  this 
action  upon  the  same  counts  was  commenced,  and  is  prosecuted  by  the 
plaintiff  against  the  defendant  to  recover  from  the  defendant  the  amount 
of  certain  fees,  charges  and  disbursements  at  law,  by  him  then  claimed 
and  demanded  to  be  due  to  him  from  the  defendant,  as  the  attorney  of 
the  defendant  at  law  in  prosecuting,  defending  and  negociating  certain 
actions  and  matters  in  this  honorable  court,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  causes 
in  the  said  second,fourth  and  fifth  counts  mentioned,and  that  the  plaintiff, 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
ought  to  have  duly  delivered  a bill  of  such  fees,  charges,  and  disburse- 
ments, one  month  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit : and  the  de- 
fendant further  saith,  that  the  plaintiff  commenced  this  action  against 
the  defendant  for  the  recovery  of  such  fees,  charges  and  disbursements, 
before  the  expiration  of  one  month  after  the  delivery  of  any  bill  of  such 
fees,  charges  and  disbursements  to,  or  for  the  defendant ; he,  the  defend- 
ant, being  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith,  as  by  the  said  statute  was 
and  is  required,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
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..  provided.  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially,  assigning  for 
cause  that  the  plea  should  have  concluded  with  a verification,  and  that  it 
contained  a negative  pregnant.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

J.  Hilly  ard  Carrier  on  for  demurrer. — The  plea  has  no  conclusion,  and 
containing,  as  it  does,  affirmative  matter,  it  ought  to  have  concluded  with 
a verification.  It  is  moreover  bad,  as  containing  a negative  pregnant. 
The  defendant  does  not  distinctly  deny  that  no  bill  was  delivered  : he 
says  that  the  plaintiff  commenced  his  action  before  the  expiration  of  a 
month  from  the  delivery  of  any  bill.  This  leaves  it  uncertain  whether 
he  intends  to  deny  that  no  bill  was  delivered,  or  that  a bill  was  not  de- 
livered in  sufficient  time.  The  plea,  moreover,  is  no  answer  to  the  second 
count,  as  a charge  for  money  lent,  need  not  be  introduced  into  a bill  of 
costs,  and  could  not  therefore  be  required  to  be  introduced  in  a bill  of 
: costs  and  charges  for  professional  services. 

R,  B.  Sullivan  for  defendant. — Bodenham  v.  Hill(a)  is  in  point  to  shew 

I that  no  conclusion  was  necessary  to  this  plea.  In  that  case,  which  was 
an  action  for  work  and  labour  as  an  attorney,  the  defendant  pleaded  non- 
assumpsit  infra  sex  annos,  and  concluded  with  a prayer  of  judgment, 
omitting  the  verification  ; and  that  plea  was  held  good  on  special  de- 
murrer against  an  objection  taken  to  its  conclusion,  similar  to  the  one 
taken  here.  The  form  of  the  plea  in  other  respects,  is  the  same  as  that 
which  is  to  be  found  in  the  last  edition  of  Chitty’s  Pleading,  in  the  third 
volume,  and  may  therefore  be  considered  as  entitled  to  some  weight,  as  a 
good  plea  in  point  of  form;  which  is  the  only  ground  of  objection  on 
which  the  plaintiff  has  strenuously  insisted. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  plea  involves  a negative 
I pregnant,  and  is  uncertain,  and  that  it  should  have  concluded  with  a 
I verification. 

(I  Judgment  for  plaintiff. 

Denison,  one,  &c.,  v.  Donelly. 

Where  in  an  action  on  a bond,  there  is  something  to  be  performed  according  to> 
the  condition,  after  the  making  of  the  bond,  it  will  be  sufficient  if  it  appears 
; ' that  the  thing  must  necessarily  have  been  performed  afier  the  making  of  the 
1 V bond^  though  those  words  are  not  used. 

' The  condition  of  a bond  was  to  collect  and  pay  over  monies;  plea  that  the  de- 
fendant paid  over  all  the  monies  collected  without  shewing  how  much  col- 
lected, held  sufficient. 

I ^ Debt  on  bond.  The  defendant  having  craved  oyer  of  the  bond  and 
I ■ condition,  set  them  out,  and  pleaded  performance,  as  follows  : — “Whereas 
i “the  said  William  Donelly  hath  taken  toll-gate  number  one,  on  Dundas 
“street,  from  the  commissioners  upon  the  Dundas  road,  for  the  period  of 
I “one  year  from  the  first  day  of  April  instant,  at  and  for  the  sum  of 
“eleven  hundred  and  ninety  pounds  of  lawful  money  of  the  province 
! “aforesaid,  to  be  paid  in  twelve  equal  monthly  payments  into  the  Bank 
“of  Upper  Canada.  And  whereas,  also,  the  said  George  Taylor  Denison , 
“the  younger,  hath  agreed  to  become  a surety  for  the  said  William 
“ Donelly ’s  performing  the  said  agreement  upon  condition  that  the 
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^‘said  William  Donelly  shall  pay  all  the  mcney  collected  at  the  said  gate 
“into  the  hands  of  the  said  George  Taylor  Denison,  the  younger ; and 
“that  he  shall  collect  the  sum  of  eleven  hundred  and  eighteen  pounds, 
“out  of  which  the  said  George  Taylor  Denison,  the  younger,  shall  allow 
“him  the  sum  of  forty-three  pounds,  for  collecting ; and  that  the  said 
■“William  Donelly  shall  collect  all  the  remainder  of  the  money,  namely, 
“the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifteen  pounds,  without  any  remuneration 
“therefor,  unless  he  collects  more  than  the  said  one  hundred  and  fifteen 
‘“pounds  ; and  in  that  case  the  said  William  Donelly  is  to  receive  one- 
“third  part  of  the  overplus  thus  collected  ; and  in  case  he  shall  not 
“collect  the  said  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifteen  pounds,  then  the  said 
“William  Donelly  is  to  make  good  one-third  part  of  the  said  deficiency. 
“Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said 
“William  Donelly  shall  well,  and  truly,  and  faithfully  pay  over  to  the 
“said  George  Taylor  Denison,  the  younger,  all  the  monies  collected  by 
“him  at  the  said  gate,  each  day,  if  demanded,  and  upon  oath,  if  required, 
■“and  shall  collect  the  sum  of  eleven  hundred  and  eighteen  pounds  ; and 
“shall  collect  the  remaining  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifteen  pounds, 
^‘without  any  charge  therefor,  upon  the  terms  of  receiving  one-third  part  of 
“any  sum  exceeding  the  said  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifteen  pounds  as 
“a  remuneration  for  collecting  the  same  ; or  in  case  the  said  sum  of 
“one  hundred  and  fifteen  pounds  shall  not  be  collected,  shall  well  and 
“faithfully  pay  and  make  good  one-third  part  of  any  deficiency,  or  in 
“other  words,  of  any  sum  less  than  the  said  sum  of  one  hundred  and 
“fifteen  pounds,  then  this  obligation  shall  be  void;  otherwise  to  remain 
“in  full  force  and  virtue  which  being  read  and  heard,  the  defendant 
says  that  he,  the  defendant,  did  well,  and  truly,  and  faithfully  pay  over  to 
the  said  plaintiff  all  the  monies  collected  by  the  defendant  at  the  said  gate, 
and  did  well  and  truly  pay  the  same, each  and  every  day  that  the  same  were 
demanded  by  the  plaintiff ; and  he,  the  defendant,  was  at  all  times  ready 
and  willing  to  have  made,  and  still  is  ready  and  willing  to  make  oath  of 
the  same  collection  and  payment  according  to  the  terms  of  the  same  con- 
dition ; but  the  said  plaintiff  never,  at  any  time,  required  such,  or  any 
other  oath  of  this  defendant  in  the  premises ; and  that  he,  the  defendant, 
did  collect  the  sum  of  eleven  hundred  and  eighteen  pounds  for  the  sum 
of  forty-three  pounds  only ; and  that  he  did  collect  the  remaining  sum  of 
one  hundred  and  fifteen  pounds  without  any  charge  therefor,  on  the  terms 
of  receiving  one-third  of  the  sum  exceeding  the  said  sum  of  one  hundred 
and  fifteen  pounds,  which  he  the  defendant  should  collect  at  the  said  gate, 
as  a remuneration  for  collecting  the  said  one  hundred  and  fifteen  pounds; 
and  that  over  and  above  the  said  sums  of  eleven  hundred  and  eighteen 
pounds  and  one  hundred  and  fifteen  pounds,  he,  the  said  defendant,  did 
collect  the  sum  of  twenty-eight  pounds,  eleven  shillings,  and  no  more 
and  did  out  of  the  said  last  mentioned  sum,  well,  and  truly,  and  faithfully 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  full  two-thirds  of  the  same  sum,  to  wit,  the  sum 
of  nineteen  pounds  and  eightpence  ; and  the  residue  of  the  same  sum, 
being  one- third  of  the  same,  he,  the  defendant,  received  to  and  for  his 
own  use,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  same  condition,  and  as  a part  re- 
muneration for  his,  the  defendant’s  having  collected  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  and  fifteen  pounds  aforesaid,  without  any  charge  therefor ; and 
did  otherwise  in  all  things  well  and  truly  observe,  perform,  fulfil  and  keep 
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all  and  every  of  the  acts,  conditions  and  stipulations  upon  his  part  to  be 
done,  paid,  performed,  observed  or  kept,  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory  ; and  this  he  is 
ready  to  verify.  The  plaintiff  demurs  specially  to  this  plea,  because  the 
defendant  does  not  allege  that  he  paid  over  all  the  monies  received  by 
him  at  the  gate,  but  only  that  he  paid  them  over  each  and  every  day  that 
the  same  were  demanded,  whereas  he  was  bound  to  pay  them  over  whe- 
ther demanded  or  not ; although  he  was  not  bound  to  pay  them  over 
every  day  they  were  collected,  unless  demanded  each  day , and  also  that 
he  does  not  state  that  he  paid  over  the  monies  collected  each  day  when 
demanded ; and  also,  that  no  time  is  stated  to  the  several  material  aver- 
ments of  performance  of  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory  ; and 
also,  that  it  is  not  averred  that  the  defendant  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff 
the  said  sums  of  one  thousand  one  hundred  and  eighteen  pounds,  and  one 
hundred  and  fifteen  pounds,  so  admitted  to  have  been  collected  by  the 
defendant  on  the  said  plea ; and  also,  that  it  is  not  stated  how  much 
money  the  defendant  collected  and  paid  over,  nor  whether  the  monies 
collected  were  collected  after  the  making  of  the  writing  obligatory  ; and 
also,  that  the  statement  that  the  defendant  paid  over  all  the  monies  col- 
lected, is  argumentative,  and  does  not  certainly  shew  that  the  defendant 
did  collect  any  monies  ; and  also  that  the  defendant,  in  one  part  of  the 
said  plea,  alleges  that  he  paid  over  all  the  monies  collected,  and  in  another 
part,  that  he  collected  twenty- eight  pounds,  eleven  shillings,  of  which  he 
paid  over  to  the  plaintiff  nineteen  pounds  and  eightpence,  and  received 
the  other  part  thereof  to  his  own  use,  thereby  admitting  a breach  of 
the  said  writing  obligatory,  as  it  is  not  averred  that  he  received  or  re- 
tained the  said  third  part  with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  or  that  the 
plaintiff  allowed  the  same  as  so  much  money  paid  to  himself. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron  for  the  plaintiff. 

R,  B,  t^ullivan  for  the  defendant. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  plea  does  aver  that  defendant  paid  over  all  the 
monies  collected,  and  also  that  he  paid  them  over  each  day  when  de- 
manded. That  he  did  pay  overall  the  monies  collected,  is  distinctly  and 
directly  pleaded  independently  of  what  is  added  in  order  to  meet  another 
part  of  the  condition,  which  is  referred  to  in  the  second  objection. 

Defendant  pleads  that  he  did  “ pay  over  all  the  monies  collected  at 
the  gate  each  and  every  day  that  the  same  were  demanded.”  He  could 
not  have  done  this  without  paying  over  whatever  had  been  collected 
on  the  day  of  each  demand,  because  that  was  part  of  what  had  been 
collected ; and  he  says  that  on  each  day  that  it  was  demanded  he 
paid  over  all  that  he  had  collected ; if  therefore,  at  the  time  of  any 
demand  he  had  in  his  hands  the  collection  of  several  days,  this  plea  com- 
pels him  to  prove  that  he  paid  them  all,  including  those  collected  on  the 
day  of  the  demand. 

The  recitals  in  the  bond,  and  the  condition  of  the  bond,  do  not,  in 
this  respect,  perfectly  agree  as  to  the  form  of  expression  ; though  it  is 
clear  what  is  meant,  and  the  plea,  I think,  meets  both  with  sufficient 
certainty. 

It  is  enough,  I think,  for  the  defendant  in  such  a case  as  this,  to  plead 
to  the  breach  generally,  that  he  has  paid  over  all  monies  on  each  day 
that  he  was  requested,  without  detailing  all  the  days  and  demands,  and 
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payments,  which  may  lead  to  very  unnecessary  prolixity(a).  If  plain- 
tiff demanded  the  money  collected  on  any  one  or  more  days,  and  did  not 
receive  it,  he  could  bring  that  fact  out  in  a replication. 

The  plea  does  aver  that  the  defendant  paid  over  all  he  had  collected,  and 
whenever  demanded,  which  is  all  that  his  bond  made  it  necessary  for  him  to 
say.  He  admits  the  collection  of  1118Z.,  and  of  115Z.,  only  as  included 
in  the  assertion  that  he  collected  these  sums  upon  the  terms  which  he 
had  agreed  to  do.  Ho  particular  breach  in  not  paying  those  over  spe- 
cifically, as  distinct  sums,  had  been  charged  or  could  he  charged  in  the 
terms  of  the  condition,  and  the  fact  of  their  being  paid  over  is  asserted 
by  the  defendant,  when  he  pleads  that  he  had  paid  over  all  that  he  had 
collected. 

The  forms  of  pleading  in  such  cases  do  not  shew  it  to  be  necessary 
that  defendant  should  plead  how  much  he  had  paid  over.  It  is  enough 
to  say  in  the  words  of  the  conditionthat  he  paid  all  that  he  had  collected, 
leaving  it  to  the  plaintiff  to  point  out  in  what  he  had  failed ; but  in  fact 
he  does  show  very  distinctly  in  his  plea  how  much  he  did  collect,  so  that 
there  is  no  ground  for  this  objection. 

Upon  the  sixth  objection,  there  may  seem  some  reason  to  doubt ; 
but  I am  of  opinion  that  it  does  sufficiently  appear  that  the  monies 
collected,  were  collected  after  the  bond  was  given,  for  the  year  is 
stated  to  be  from  1st  of  April,  1844  ; and  the  plea  states  that  the  defen- 
dant was  at  all  times  ready  to  make  oath  to  the  collection,  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  condition,  which  could  only  apply  to  monies 
collected  under  the  condition  ; besides,  the  defendant’s  plea  admits 
that  he  received  all  the  monies  stated  under  the  bond,  for  he  accounts 
for  them  according  to  the  condition.  If  any  money  had  been  received 
before  the  bond  was  made,  he  could  not  be  made  accountable  for  it  in 
this  action  ; and,  therefore,  by  accounting  for  it  in  this  plea,  he  states  a 
case  to  be  taken  most  strongly  against  himself,  and  deals  with  all  the 
sums  mentioned,  as  if  received  after  the  bond,  claiming  exemption  as  to  no 
part  of  them. 

The  seventh  objection  is,  that  the  plea  that  the  defendant  paid  over 
alimonies  which  he  collected,  is  argumentative  only  ; that  he  should  have 
stated  that  he  did  collect  monies,  and  have  shewn  how  much  he  collected. 
But  this  method  of  pleading,  is  the  common  one,  and  is  consistent  with  the 
pleadings  on  other  conditions,  as  general  in  their  nature  as  this  is.  The 
defendant  says  he  paid  over  all  the  monies  he  collected ; if  the  plaintiff 
means  to  dispute  this,  we  must  suppose  he  has  some  ground  for  doing  so, 
that  he  must  have  knowledge  of  some  sum  or  sums  collected  and  not  paid 
over,  otherwise  he  could  not  have  brought  this  action  ; it  is  for  him,  there- 
fore, in  his  replication,  to  go  into  the  particulars  of  the  breach  he  complains 
of.  When  a tenant  covenants  to  deliver  to  his  landlord,  one-half  of  all 
the  crops  he  grows  in  each  year,  or  to  make  all  necessary  repairs  to  the 
house  demised  to  him,  he  does  not  in  his  plea  of  performance  set  out  the 
particulars  of  all  the  crops  he  had  grown,  or  state  all  the  repairs  that  he 
had  found  necessary  during  the  term,  and  then  assert  that  he  had  deli- 
vered the  proportion  of  each  crop,  or  made  all  the  repairs  set  out ; he 
pleads  generally,  as  is  done  here. 


(a)  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  C.  48,  49. 


WOOD  ET  AL.  V ROGERS. 
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The  last  objection,  in  my  opinion,  also  fails  ; the  defendant  has  closely 
followed  out  the  terms  of  the  condition.  He  was  to  collect  the  first  115^. 
over  the  1118?,  without  any  charge,  on  the  understanding  that  as  to  any 
sum  above  that  115/.,  he  was  to  receive  one-third  of  such  sum  for  his 
remuneration.  He  has  pleaded  that  he  did  receive  a . certain  sum  over 
and  above  the  1118/.  and  115/.,  of  which  he  received  one-third,  and  paid 
over  the  rest.  This  is  exactly  consistent  with  the  bond,  which  says  that 
he  may  receive  one-third  of  the  surplus  to  his  own  use.  Looking  critically 
at  the  condition  and  the  plea,  there  is  an  apparent  inconsistency  in  speak- 
ing in  one  part  of  paying  over  all  moneys  collected,  when  some  part  was 
to  go  to  the  defendant  himself.  But  we  must  give  to  the  word  “receive," 
when  used  in  the  plea,  the  same  sense  as  when  used  in  the  condition  ; 
and  it  is  clear  enough  on  the  whole  instrument,  that  when  it  was  cove- 
nanted by  defendant,  that  he  should  pay  all  over,  what  was  meant  was, 
that  he  should  pay  it,  deducting  certain  allowances  for  collection ; or  if 
we  take  it  that  defendant  was  first  to  pay  all  the  money  over,  and  then 
receive  back  the  one-third  for  collecting  the  surplus  sum  above  115/., 
then  his  plea,  using  the  same  words  as  the  condition,  must  be  sufficient 
to  lead  us  to  the  same  understanding.  It  could  not  be  necessary  to  plead 
that  he  received  it  from  plaintiff,  with  plaintiff’s  assent,  for  the  assent 
appears  in  the  bond : it  is  part  of  the  contract  that  the  defendant  is  to 
receive  it, 

J udgment  for  defendant  on  demurrer. 


Wood  et  al  v.  Eogers. 

Where  in  assumpsit  against  the  indorser  of  a promissory  note,  and  on  an  account 
stated,  the  defendant  pleaded  to  the  first  count  that  the  note  in  the  first  count 
mentioned  was  not  duly  presented,  and  then  pleaded  a special  plea  applicable 
only  to  the  first  count,  but  commencing  “And  for  a further  plea  in  this  behalf,’’ 
and  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially,  because  the  plea  in  its  commencement  pro- 
fessed to  answer  the  whole  declaration,  but  was  an  answer  only  to  the  first  count, 
the  court  held  the  objection  good,  and  gave  judgment  against  the  plea. 

Assumpsit  by  the  indorsees  against  the  indorser  of  a promissory  note, 
payable  at  the  Bank  of  British  North  America,  in  Toronto.  The  second 
count  was  upon  an  account  stated.  The  defendant  pleaded  to  the  first 
count,  that  the  note  was  not  duly  presented,  and  then  pleaded  a special 
plea,  which  was  applicable  only  to  the  first  count,  but  commenced  “And 
“ for  a further  plea  in  this  behalf,”  without  any  express  words  confining  it 
to  the  first  count.  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially,  on  the 
ground  that  the  plea,  by  its  commencement,  professed  to  answer  the  whole 
declaration,  but  was  in  fact  only  an  answer  to  the  first  count.  Joinder 
in  demurrer.  There  were  other  objections  which  were  urged  to  the 
special  plea  of  the  defendant,  but  as  the  court  gave  no  judgment  upon 
them,  they  are  not  noticed. 

J,  Hilly ard  Cameron ^ for  the  plaintiffs. — The  plea  is  pleaded  as  an 
answer  to  the  whole  action,  although  the  defendant  may  have  intended  it 
to  be  applicable  to  the  first  count  only.  It  should  have  been  expressly 
confined  to  the  first  count  in  its  commencement,  if  it  was  meant  to 
answer  that  count  only,  but  as  it  is  not,  it  is  bad  for  the  cause  specially 
assigned. 
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EccleSy  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  the  words  “in  this  behalf,’” 
in  the  commencement  of  the  plea,  shewed  that  it  was  intended  to  answer 
only  the  first  count.  The  first  plea  was  clearly  applicable  to  the  first 
count  only,  and  the  one  demurred  to  coming  immediately  afterwards  could 
only  be  applied  to  the  same  count,  or  the  words  “in  this  behalf” 
would  be  nonsensical  and  absurd. 

Kobinson,  C.  J, — So  far  as  authority  goes,  it  does  appear  that  we  are 
to  take  the  words  in  the  introduction  of  the  second  plea,  “and  for  a 
“further  plea  in  this  behalf,’”  as  andertaking  to  answer  the  whole  declara- 
tion, when  there  are  no  subsequent  words  limiting  the  defence  to  a part 
of  the  cause  of  action  stated  ; and  this,  although  the  plea  immediately 
follows  a plea  which  professedly  answers  only  the  first  count.  I confess 
that  when  a defendant  says,  as  to  the  first  count  of  the  declaration,  which 
relates  to  the  promissory  note  therein  mentioned,  I plead  such  a defence, 
and  then  immediately  says,  “and  for  a further  plea  in  this  behalf ''  I plead 
this  other  defence,  it  seems  natural  to  understand  him  as  speaking  still 
of  the  first  count,  and  that  only.  “In  this  behalf,”  refers  grammatically 
to  what  he  has  been  just  answering,  and  to  talk  of  a further  plea  in  this 
behalf,  seems  to  common  apprehension  to  fix  it  to  that  to  which  he  had 
just  before  been  pleading  ; more  especially  as  he  had  not  before  noticed 
any  other  count  in  the  declaration  than  the  first.  However,  it  is  a very 
strict  rule  of  pleading,  that  pleas  are  to  be  treated  as  wholly  independent 
of  each  other,  unless  where  some  statement  in  one  is  imported  into 
another  by  way  of  express  reference.  There  is  no  express  reference  in 
the  second  plea  to  the  first,  and  under  such  circumstances  it  has  been 
held,  that  the  plea  can  only  be  looked  upon  as  an  intended  answer  to  the 
whole  declaration,  where  it  is  not  limited  in  terms  to  a part.  Parratt  v. 
Goddard  et  al.(a)  is  a case  which  we  cannot  fairly  distinguish  from  the 
present.  I have  looked  into  a great  number  of  pleadings  in  Wentworth 
and  elsewhere,thinking  that  I might  meet  some  instance  sustained  by  good 
authority  where  after  a plea  to  a part  of  the  cause  of  action,  a second  plea 
intended  to  be  a defence  only  to  the  same  part  of  the  charge  might  begin 
as  this  does,  but  I find  no  such  precedent,  they  all  run  “and  for  a further 
“plea  in  this  behalf  as  to  the  breaking  and  entering,  ^c.,  &c.,”  or  “as  to 
“the  said  first  count,  &c.” 

Judgment  for  demurrer  {h). 


{a)  I Dowl.  N.  S.  874. 

(i5()  The  defendant  afterwards  in  chambers  obtained  a summons  from  Mr.  Justice 
Macaulay  to  amend  the  plea,  on  leave  reserved  to  him  to  move  when  the  court 
pronounced  judgment,  but  upon  cause  being  shewn,  it  appeared  that  there  had 
been  a former  demurrer  by  the  plaintiffs  to  this  plea,  and  that  the  objection  to  the 
commencement  of  the  plea,  was  one  of  the  causes  of  demurrer  assigned  ; that  the 
defendant  amended  the  plea  in  other  objectionable  points,  but  did  not  amend  on 
this ; and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  since  assessed  contingent  damages  on  the  de- 
murrer. Upon  this  state  of  facts  and  the  authority  of  Metcalf  v.  McKenzie  et  ai., 
post,  Mr.  Justice  Macaulay  discharged  the  summons,  and  the  plaintiffs  entered 
iudgment. 


BIRDSALL  V.  DARLING. 
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In  an  action  for  lands  bargained  and  sold,  a plea  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  is  bad, 
upon  special  demurrer,  as  amounting  to  the  general  issue. 

■ it' 

V:  Assumpsit  for  lands  bargained  and  sold. 

? Plea,  that  the  contract  and  promise  was  in  respect  of  the  sale  of  lands 
and  that  no  note  nor  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  said  contract  or 
/ sale  was  made  and  signed  by  the  defendant,  being  the  party  to  be  charged 
therewith,  or  by  his  agent  thereunto  lawfully  authorized. 

® Special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  amounts  to  the  general  issue ; because, 

’ , if  there  was  no  valid  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  lands  mentioned  in  the 
declaration,  there  was  no  binding  promise  on  the  defendant,  and  the  plea 
l_  ' of  non-assumpsit  would  have  been  the  proper  plea.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

J,  Hillyard  Cameron  for  the  demurrer. — It  was  at  one  time  doubted, 
K whether,  under  the  new  rules,  the  defence  of  the  statute  of  frauds  could 

■ be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue  ; and  to  avoid  objections,  a 
K special  plea,  similar  to  the  one  in  this  case,  was  introduced.  But  when 
R the  point  came  to  be  carefully  considered,  for  the  purposes  of  a solemn 
B;  adjudication,  it  was  found  that  not  only  could  the  statute  be  given  in 
K.  evidence  under  the  general  issue,  but  that,  according  to  the  established 
K rules  of  pleading,  a special  plea,  setting  up  its  provisions,  would  be  bad 

as  amounting  to  the  general  issue.  The  cause  of  objection  assigned  in  the 
, special  demurrer,  is  the  true  cause  to  urge  against  the  plea ; the  assump- 
i ’ sit  can  only  arise  from  a -contract,  and  if  there  be  no  binding 

1 contract,  owing  to  the  absence  of  some  ingredient  required  by  the  statute 
of  frauds,  there  is  no  assumpsit,  and  the  general  issue  is  the  proper  and 
1 only  plea  to  be  pleaded  in  such  case.  The  cases  of  Buttermere  v.  Hayes 
( . (a),  and  Leaf  v.  Tuton  (h),  are  in  point  for  the  plaintiff. 

Eccles,  for  the  defendant. — The  plaintiff’s  counsel  has  not  noticed  the 
; distinction  between  a plea  amounting  to  the  general  issue,  and  so  being 
bad  on  special  demurrer,  and  a plea,  the  evidence  in  support  of  which, 
would  have  been  sufficient  also  to  support  the  general  issue,  and  the 
defendant  contends  that  the  plea  is  of  the  latter  description.  It  would 
certainly  seem  to  be  more  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  of  the  new  rules, 

, that  the  defendant  should  give  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  of  the  defence  that 
he  intends  to  urge,  than  that  he  should  take  him  by  surprise  at  the  trial, 
by  raising  an  objection,  of  which  his  pleading  had  given  him  no  notice, 
and  for  which  therefore  he  could  scarcely  be  supposed  to  have  come  pre- 
pared. The  case  of  Leaf  v.  Tuton,  referred  to  by  the  plaintiff,  is  cer- 
; » tainly  an  authority  against  the  defendant,  but  the  spirit  of  the  new  rules 
: . seems  to  be  against  that  decision. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — After  some  difference  of  opinion  upon  the  point,  in 
England,  it  seems  to  be  now  settled  by  several  decisions  there,  that  the 
defence,  that  the  contract  alleged  was  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and 
that  there  was  no  writing, is  not  only  admissible  under  the  general  issue,but 
that  it  cannot  be  well  pleaded  specially,  because  it  amounts  to  the  general 
issue,  being  in  effect  only  saying  that  the  defendant  did  not  promise.  It 
would  perhaps  have  been  more  consistent  with  the  object  desired  to  be 


(a)  5 M.  & W.  456. 
26 


{b}  10  M.  & W.  393. 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  2 
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attained  by  the  new  rules,  if  the  defendant  had  been  allowed  at  least  to 
give  distinct  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  objection  on  which  he  meant 
to  rest  his  defence,  and  thus  save  him  the  trouble  and  expense  of  bring- 
ing witnesses  to  prove  a parol  promise  which  cannot  avail  him,  and  which 
parol  promise  he  may  suppose  is  what  was  intended  to  be  denied  ; but 
the  reasoning  on  which  the  courts  have  held  that  it  is  in  strictness  a 
defence  under  the  general  issue,  seems  very  clear  and  conclusive  {a). 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Henderson  v.  Torrance. 

It  is  no  defence  to  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  that  the  plaintiff  is  himself 
the  lessee  of  the  premises,  under  a lease  in  which  there  is  a covenant  that  the 
leaser  shall  be  allowed  to  re-enter,  if  the  lease  is  assigned,  or  the  premise 
sublet,  without  the  leaser’s  license,  and  that  the  plaintiff  demised  the  premise 
to  the  defendant,  without  the  license  of  his  lessor,  there  being  no  averment  that 
the  plaintiff’s  lessor  had  taken  any  advantage  of  the  forfeiture. 

Assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation.  The  defendant  pleads,  that  here- 
tofore, and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  before  the  making 
the  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  as  is  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, to  wit,  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  April  last  past,  the  plaintiff  was 
a tenant  from  year  to  year  to  one  William  Henry  Boulton,  of  the  city  of 
Toronto,  in  the  Home  District,  and  Province  of  Canada,  Esquire,  his 
landlord,  and  held  and  engaged  the  messuage,  tenement,  and  premises, 
with  the  appurtenances  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  as  tenant  to 
the  said  William  Henry  Boulton,  upon  and  subject  to  the  condition  here- 
inafter mentioned,  (amongst  others,)  that  is  to  say,  that  the  plaintiff,  his 
executors  or  administrators,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  should  not  at  any 
time  during  the  said  tenancy,  set,  let,  demise  or  assign,  all  or  any  part  of 
the  said  messuage,  tenement  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances  in  the 
said  declaration  mentioned,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  any  person  or  persons 
whomsoever,  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  said  William  Henry 
Boulton,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  first  had  and  obtained  for  that  purpose. 

And  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  afterwards  and  whilst  the  plain- 
tiff was  such  tenant  as  aforesaid  under  the  said  condition,  to  wit  on  the 
said  fourteenth  day  of  April  aforesaid,  it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  that  the  defendant  should  accept  from  the  plain- 
tiff the  said  messuage,  tenement  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances 
in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  for  the  space  or  term  of  one  year  from 
thence  next  ensuing,  at  and  for  a certain  rental,  to  wit ; for  the  rental  of 
.seventy-five  pounds  of  lawful  money  of  Canada,  payable  quarterly.  And 
thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  twenty  second  day  of  April,  in  the 
year  aforesaid,  the  defendant,  under  and  in  pursuance  of  said  last  men- 
tioned agreement,  entered  into  the  occupation  and  possession  of  the  said 
messuage,  tenement  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  the  said  de- 
claration mentioned,  and  remained  in  such  possession  and  occupation  for 
a short  period,  to  wit,  for  ten  days  thence  next  ensuing.  And  the  defen- 
dant further  avers,  that  before  any  rent  became  due  and  payable  by  the 
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<lefendant  to  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  such  occupation  and  possession 
aforesaid,  the  said  defendant  departed  from  the  said  messuage,  tenement 
and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  wholly  abandoned  the  occu- 
pation of  the  same  and  of  every  part  thereof,  of  all  which  the  plaintiff 
there  had  notice.  And  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  at  the  time  of 
the  said  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and 
up  to,  and  until  the  occupation  and  possession  of  the  messuage,  tenement 
and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned 
by  the  defendant, and  until  the  defendant  departed  from  the  said  messuao’e 
tenement  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  abandoned  the  pos- 
session thereof,  the  said  plaintiff  held  and  enjoyed  the  said  messuage, 
tenement  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  as  tenant  thereof  to  the 
said  William  Henry  Boulton  as  aforesaid,  under  the  condition,  (amongst 
' others)  not  to  assign  or  underlet,  as  hereinbefore  in  that  behalf  is  men- 
tioned. And  the  defendant  further  avers,  that  at  the  time  it  was  so 
figreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  as  is  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, to  wit,  on  the  said  fourteenth  day  of  April  aforesaid,  neither  did 
the  said  William  Henry  Boulton,  although  living,  nor  did  his  assigns  or 
either  of  them,  consent  in  writing  to  the  said  plaintiff,  to  set,  let,  devise 
or  assign  the  said  messuage,  tenement  and  premises,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  said  defendant,  or  to  any  one  else 
without  this,  that  the  defendant  undertook  and  promised  in  manner  and 
form  as  the  plaintiff  hath  above  thereof  complained  against  him,  and  of 
this  he  puts  himself  upon  the  country,  &c.  Demurrer  and  joinder. 

Ewart  for  plaintiff,  contended  that  the  plea  was  no  answer  whatever 
«r>to  the  declaration.  It  admitted  that  the  defendant  had  received  the 
I ' premises  from  the  plaintiff,  and  had  continued  in  occupation,  but  sought 
; to  avoid  paying  for  their  enjoyment,  because  the  act  of  letting  them  by 
, the  plaintiff,  was  a forfeiture  of  his  own  title.  If  the  plea  had  shewn  an 
eviction  in  consequence,  the  defendant  would  have  been  in  a different  po- 
sition, but  he  relies  upon  the  mere  forfeiture  as  furnishing  a sufficient 
•defence  to  the  action,  which  it  is  clear  it  cannot  do,  as  it  might  be  waiv- 
ed by  the  subsequent  receipt  of  rent,  or  in  many  other  ways  in  which 
forfeitures  of  leases  may  be  avoided. 

Crooks  for  the  defendant. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  consider  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  judgment  on 
this  demurrer.  The  defence  amounts  to  this,  that  because  he  (the 
tenant)  discovered,  during  his  undisturbed  occupation  of  the  premises 
that  the  person  from  whom  he  took  his  lease  had  incurred  a forfeiture  as 
between  himself  and  the  superior  landlord  (a),  which  the  latter  might  or 
might  not  choose  to  take  advantage  of,  therefore,  he  (the  tenant)  was  at 
liberty  to  quit  the  premises  when  he  pleased,  and  cannot  be  made  to  pay 
any  rent,  even  for  the  time  during  which  he  had  actually  occupi  ed.  It 
might  be  very  convenient  for  a tenant  under  such  circumstances,  when  thet 
rent  was  only  payable  yearly,  to  hunt  up  some  cause  of  forfeiture,  and  under 
shelter,  of  it  to  leave  the  place  during  the  last  week  of  the  term,  payino- 
no  rent  for  the  occupation  which  he  had  enjoyed.  But,  inasmuch  as  a 
tenant  cannot  deny  his  landlord’s  right  to  demise,  this  kind  of  defence  is 
not  open  to  him.  So  long  as  circumstances  have  not  changed  since  he 
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took  possession,  and  he  has  not  been  interrupted  in  his  enjoyment,  he  has 
nothing  to  do  with  possible  causes  of  forfeiture,  which  may  never  be 
enforced. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiiBf. 


Woodruff  et  al.  v.  Davis. 


"Wheie  in  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  a close  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  the  said  closes  in  which  &c.  were  not,  nor  was  either  of  them,  the 
close  of  the  plaintiff,  the  plea  was  held  bad  on  special  demurrer. 


Trespass,  for  breaking  and  entering  a close  of  the  plaintiff,  and  cutting 
down  trees  and  carrying  them  away  therefrom.  Plea,  that  the  said 
several  closes  in  which,  &c..  were  not,  nor  was  either  of  them,  at  the  said 
time  when,  &c.,  the  closes,  soil  and  freehold  of  the  plaintiff.  Special 
demurrer,  because  the  plaintiff  complains  of  a trespass  to  only  one  close, 
and  the  defendant  attempts  to  put  in  issue  trespasses  to  several  closes. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

J,  Hillyard  Cameron^  for  the  plaintiff. 

H.  Eccles^  for  the  defendant. 

PoBiNSON,  C.  J. — The  plaintiff  is  entitled,  in  our  opinion,  to  judgment 
on  this  demurrer.  It  is  repugnant,  insensible,  and  informal,  to  plead  that 
the  said  closes,  nor  either  of  them,  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
when  one  close  only  is  in  question. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Metcalfe  v.  McKenzie  et  al. 


Where  upon  the  argument  of  a general  demurrer  to  a declaration,  several  objec- 
tions were  raised,  which  the  court  intimated  were  not  bad  in  substance,  but 
might  have  been  sustained,  if  specially  assigned  ; and  judgment  having,  how- 
ever, been  given  in  favour  of  the  demurrer,  the  plaintiff  amended  and  filed  a 
new  declaration,  which  was  open  to  several  of  the  same  objections  as  had  been 
urged  on  general  demurrer ; but  which  the  defendant  then  objected  to  spe~ 
dally ; and  on  the  argument  it  was  suggested  to  the  plaintiffs  counsel  to 
amend  ; but  he  did  not  do  so,  and  the  court  afterwards  gave  judgment  against 
him.  He  was  subsequently  refused  leave  to  amend. 

In  this  case  (ante  page  329),  judgment  was  given  against  the  plaintiff 
on  demurrer ; and 

Crooks  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  leave  to  amend,  suggesting  that  the 
plaintiff  had  a good  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant  for  breach  of 
the  administration  bond,  which  had  been  entered  into  by  the  defendants. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron  and  Vankoughnet  for  the  defendants,  shewed 
cause.  The  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  indulgence  prayed,  as  he 
had  resisted  the  suggestion  of  the  court,  when  urged  to  amend  upon  the 
argument.  The  same  objections  which  had  been  laken  on  the  last  de- 
murrer specAally^  the  defendants  had  formerly  taken  on  general  demurrer; 
and  when  the  court  decided  against  the  general  ground,  they  suggested 
that  it  might  be  found  insufficient  on  special  demurrer ; and  yet,  not- 
withstanding this  intimation,  the  plaintiff  left  his  amended  declaration 
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open  to  the  same  objections ; and  when  the  defendants  filed  a special 
demurrer  in  consequence,  he  neither  amended  his  declaration  then,  nor 
listened  to  the  suggestion  of  the  court  afterwards,  when  advised  to  amend 
on  the  argument  of  the  demurrer.  The  only  authority  that  is  to  be 
found,  that  is  applicable  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  is  Kinder  v. 
Paris(a),  and  there  after  one  amendment  had  been  allowed,  a second  was 
. refused.  Here  every  thing  is  against  the  indulgence  asked ; it  is  no  mere 
slip  in  pleading  that  has  been  objected  to,  but  the  point  was  expressly 
pointed  out,  and  deliberately  argued  by  the  plaintiff ; who  having  chosen 
to  take  the  chanches  of  a judgment  in  his  favour,  ought  not  now  to  be 
permitted  to  amend,  when  the  decision  of  the  court  has  been  against  him. 

CrooJcs,  in  support  of  the  rule.  This  court  has  never  been  rigid  in 
refusals  to  amend,  particularly  when  the  party  applying  to  amend  has  been 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  demurrer  has  come  from  the  other  side.  The  par- 
ties who  are  interested  under  this  bond  have  suffered  a wrong  by  the  act 
of  the  administratrix ; and  every  attempt  to  obtain  redress  has  been  met 
by  the  difficulties  which  the  defendants  have  endeavoured  to  throw  in  the 
way  of  the  proceedings,  having  no  merits  upon  which  they  can  rely.  The 
court  ought  not  to  assist  them  under  these  circumstances,  nor  place  any 
additional  difficulty  in  the  way  of  the  plaintiff’s  recovery  of  that  which  is 
really  a just  demand. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  we  cannot  properly  allow 
the  plaintiff  again  to  amend  his  pleadings  in  this  case.  After  repeated 
amendments  in  proceedings  on  this  same  bond,  the  court,  when  the  same 
objection  was  taken  before  to  the  pleadings  in  this  action,  (though  not 
then  taken  upon  special  demurrer),  remarked  that  they  thought  it  was 
sufficiently  stated  in  substance  that,  after  the  administration  granted,  goods 
had  come  to  the  hands  of  the  administrators  to  be  administered  ; and  that 
there  was  no  special  demurrer,  on  the  ground  of  its  not  being  more  directly 
■and  ^precisely  alleged.  After  taking  this  notice  of  the  particular  com- 
plaint alluded  to,  and  after  we  had  given  judgment  against  the  plaintiff 
upon  other  objections,  we  gave  this  plaintiff  leave  to  amend,  which,  in 
England,  is  not  very  usual.  What  was  then  said  with  regard  to  the 
complaint  referred  to,  should  have  put  him  on  his  guard ; and,  as  it  only 
required  that  he  should  insert  a dozen  words,  in  order  to  leave  no  room 
in  future  for  the  objection,  respecting  which  the  court  had  thus  expressed 
themselves,  he  should  have  done  this,  if  it  were  only  for  the  sake  of  pre- 
venting the  time  of  the  court  being  taken  up  with  unnecessary  discussions, 
at  the  expense  of  the  parties,  upon  technical  points  which  have  nothing 
to  do  with  the  merits  of  the  case.  Then  besides,  when  the  plaintiff  had 
delivered  his  amended  pleading  without  taking  pains  to  free  it  from  this 
exception,  and  when  he  found  that  the  other  side  had  fastened  upon  the 
exception,  and  made  it  the  ground  of  special  demurrer,  he  should,  as  a 
matter  of  prudence,  after  what  had  been  said  upon  it,  have  moved  to 
amend  at  once  and  before  argument,  but  certainly  upon  the  argument, 
when  that  course  was,  according  to  my  recollection,  suggested  to  him. 
Having  determined,however,as  it  seems, to  abide  by  his  demurrer  we  think 
^ve  should  be  departing  very  unwisely  from  the  practice  in  such  cases  to 
grant  leave  a second  time  to  amend  the  same  pleadings  after  judgment  pro- 
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nounced  upon  demurrer.  The  plaintiff  has  not  been  able  to  cite  any 
instance  of  such  a course;  and  as  the  judgment  on  demurrer  upon  a mere 
formal  objection  to  the  pleading  will  not  conclude  him  finally  as  to  the 
cause  of  action,  there  is  the  less  occasion  of  granting  an  indulgence  with- 
out precedent(a) ; and,  besides,  it  is  not  shewn  to  the  court  that  the 
plaintiff  has  any  meritorious  cause  of  action,  whatever  the  facts  may  be. 
It  is  the  intention  and  object  of  specil  pleading,  to  bring  the  matters  • 
litigated  between  the  parties  speedily  to  some  certain  issue,  upon  which 
the  merits  may  be  adjudicated, — ^not  to  make  experiments  to  try  how 
imperfectly  any  particular  statement  may  be  made,  and  yet  be  capable  of 
being  sustained ; nor  to  raise  unnecessary  questions  of  form  to  be  dis- 
cussed at  the  expense  of  parties,  when  a trifling  amendment,  suggested 
by  the  court,  would  leave  no  ground  of  objection. 

Eule  discharged. 


McDonald  v.  Cameron. 

A party  arresting  another,  while  engaged  apparently  in  the  act  of  stealing  his 

property,  is  entitled  to  notice  of  action,  under  4 & 5 Vic,  ch,  25,  sec.  67. 

Assault  and  false  imprisonment  of  the  daughter  and  servant  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendant  pleaded  first,  the  general  issue,  by  ‘‘statute”  ; 
secondly,  that  the  daughter  mentioned  was  not  the  servant ; thirdly,  that 
he  found  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff  stealing  gooseberries  in  his  garden, 
and  that  he,  being  the  owner,  and  seeing  her  in  the  act  of  stealing  the 
fruit,  took  her  into  custody,  as  authorized  by  the  statute,  and  within  a 
reasonable  time,  to  wit,  within,  &c.,  and  as  soon  as  he  could  bring  her 
before  the  nearest  justice  of  the  peace,  and  gave  her  in  charge  to  a con- 
stable, who  took  her  before  the  justice  by  whom  she  was  examined  upon  the 
charge,  &c. ; fourthly,  that  he  found  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff  stealing 
gooseberries  growing  in  his  garden,  and  immediately  apprehended  her, and 
while  she  was  in  his  custody,  in  order  to  her  being  taken  before  the  next  ma- 
gistrate, to  be  examined  and  dealt  with  according  to  law,she  requested  him 
to  release  and  discharge  her,  which  he  forthwith  did.  The  plaintiff  took 
issue  on  the  first  and  second  pleas,  and  replied  to  the  third  and  fourth 
pleas  denying  that  his  daughter  stole  the  defendant’s  fruit  in  manner  and 
form,  &c.  At  the  trial  it  was  objected  that  no  notice  of  action  had  been 
served,  and  it  was  contended  that  the  plaintiff  was  clearly  entitled  to 
notice  under  the  provincial  statute  4 & 6 Vic.  ch.  25.  The  cause  was 
tried  before  the  Chief  Justice,  who  held  that  notice  was  necessary,  not- 
withstanding it  was  objected  that  the  defendant  was  acting  in  his  own 
behalf,  and  for  his  own  benefit,  not  as  a public  officer,  nor  in  aid  of  any 
officer,  and  that,  under  such  circumstances,  he  was  not  entitled  to  notice. 
The  plaintiff  was  on  this  ground  nonsuited,  and 

K,  McKenzie  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit,  contending 
that  as  the  defendant  was  himself  a party  interested,  the  statute  was 
not  intended  to  apply  to  him.  E'otice  of  action  was  not  to  be  given  to 
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the  party  originating  the  proceeding,  it  was  only  for  those  who  were 
obliged  to  act  when  the  law  was  once  set  in  motion. 

Henderson,  of  Kingston,  shewed  cause. 

Kobinson,  C.  J. — The  case  of  Wedge  v.  Berkeley  (a),  and  the  pre- 
ceding case  of  Eeed  v.  Cowmeadow  et  al.  (b)  seem  to  me  to  be  decisive 
of  the  present  case,  and  in  the  latter  case,  as  in  this,  the  exception  to  want 
* of  notice  was  taken  on  the  general  issue.  The  protection  given  by  the 
statute  24  Geo.  II.  ch.  44,  on  which  that  case  turned,  is  given  in  terms- 
the  same  in  effect  as  those  of  our  statute  4 & 5 Vic.  ch.  25,  sec.  67.  1 

have  referred  to  the  case  of  Timon  v.  Stubbs  et  al.,  in  our  own  court, (c), 
which  is  very  distinguishable  from  the  present,  for  there,  the  one  of  the 
defendants,  whom  we  held,  in  accordance  with  several  adjudged  cases, 
not  to  be  entitled  to  notice,  was  merely  a suitor  in  the  Division  Court ; 
what  he  did  was  not  in  the  exercise  of  any  extraordinary  power  given  by 
the  statute  ; he  merely  went  to  the  clerk  and  filed  his  demand.  He  set  the 
proceeding  in  motion,  and  nothing  more,  except  that  afterwards,  when  the 
goods  seized  under  his  execution  were  brought  to  be  sold,  and  a third 
party  interfered  and  claimed  them,  the  defendant,  Stubbs,  being  the 
plaintiff  in  the  execution,  desired  the  bailiff  to  go  on  and  sell.  But  in  , 
doing  this,  he  was  exercising  no  power  conferred  upon  him  by  the  statute, 
neither  could  he  be  held  to  be  assisting  thebailiff,  for  he  was  controlling 
and  directing  him.  The  statute  which  we  are  now  considering,  autho- 
rizes the  parties  injured  to  act  directly  in  their  own  case,  as  an  officer 
would  do,  by  seizing  the  party  ; and  when  the  statute  says  that  when 
“ an  action  shall  be  brought  against  any  person  for  anything  done  in  pursu- 
“ ance  of  the  act,  notice  of  the  action  shall  be  given  to  the  defendant,”  it 
is  clear,  that  an  act  of  this  nature,  which  would  have  been  a trespass  if 
the  statute  had  not  expressly  authorized  it,  but  which  the  act  does 
authorize,  comes  expressly  within  the  protection. 

Rule  discharged. 


Grant  v.  Taylor  et  al. 

Where  the  defendant  moved  to  set  aside  the  plaintiff’s  proceedings  in  a cause, 
in  which  the  parties’  names  had  been  stated  in  different  ways  by  the  attornies 
on  both  sides,  in  the  affidavits  and  proceedings,  and  the  rule  for  setting  aside 
the  proceedings  was  not  intituled  in  the  true  style  of  the  cause,  the  court  al- 
lowed a preliminary  objection  on  that  ground  to  prevail,  and  discharged  the 
rule. 

Foster  moved  to  set  aside  interlocutory  j udgment  in  this  case,  and  all 
subsequent  proceedings,  because  the  j udgment  was  signed  after  a plea  in 
abatement  had  been  duly  filed  and  served  ; and  on  grounds  disclosed  in 
affidavits  and  papers  filed  ; or  why  the  judgment  and  assessment  of  dam- 
ages should  not  be  set  aside,  and  the  defendants  allowed  to  plead  in 
abatement,  or  to  the  merits. 

The  action  was  against  four  defendants,  viz,,  James  Taylor,  Joseph 
Tesseman,  Thomas  Hirons,  (or  Irons),  and  Brands  Pattison,  (or 
Patterson).  It  seemed  that  in  the  copies  of  process  served,  Irons 
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was  called  H irons,  and  Patterson  was  called  Pattison.  The  de- 
fendants’ attorney  entered  appearance  as  for  Hirons  sued  by  the  name 
of  Irons,  and  Patterson  sued  by  the  name  of  Pattison,  meaning  to 
correct  the  error  the  plaintiff  had  fallen  into.  The  plaintiff,  however, 
when  he  declared,  adopted  this  amendment  only  in  part,  entitling  his  de- 
declaration against  Hirons  sued  by  the  name  of  Irons,  but  leaving  the  name 
of  Pattison  as  it  stood  in  the  copies  of  process  served.  The  declaration 
was  served  on  the  25th  July,  and  on  the  28th,  being  the  first  day  of 
term,  the  defen  iants  applied  for  time  to  plead  in  abatement,  which,  on 
hearing  the  parties,  was  granted,  allowing  six  days’  further  time,  the  affi- 
davits and  rule  being  entitled  as  against  Hirons  and  Patterson,  and  so  dif- 
fering from  the  process  and  also  from  the  declaration.  Within  the  time 
allowed,  a plea  of  abatement  was  filed  and  served,  which,  as  well  as  the 
affidavit  verifying  it,  was  entitled  according  to  the  appearance  and  not  as 
the  declaration.  On  the  25th  August  the  plaintiff,  refusing  to  treat  this 
as  a plea  in  the  cause,  signed  interlocutory  judgment  for  want  of  a plea, 
entitling  the  judgment  paper  in  Grant  v.  Taylor,  Tesseman,  Hirons  and 
Patterson,  and  so  not  agreeing  with  the  declaration  or  with  the  appear- 
ance, and  then  served  notice  of  assessment,  styling  the  cause  in  the  same 
way.  The  defendant  moved  in  chambers  to  set  this  judgment  aside  for 
irregularity,  as  having  been  signed  after  plea  in  abatement  filed  and  deli- 
vered, entitling  his  affidavits  and  the  summons  according  to  his  appear- 
ance, but  not  according  to  the  declaration.  This  summons  was  discharg- 
ed. The  plaintiff ’s  attorney,  in  shewing  cause  against  this  summons, 
entitled  his  affidavits  as  against  Hirons  and  Patterson,  consistently  with 
the  interlocutory  judgment,  but  varying  from  his  declaration. 

Crawford  shewed  cause,  and  urged  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged, 
as  the  defendant’s  papers  and  affidavits  were  irregularly  entitled,  and  no 
rule  that  the  court  could  order  upon  them,  could  affect  the  interlocutory 
judgment,  as  it  would  appear  to  be  in  an  entirely  different  cause  from  that 
in  which  the  order  was  granted. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  defendant  has  now  moved,  entitling  the  cause 
against  Hirons  sued  by  the  name  of  Irons,and  Pattison  sued  by  the  name  of 
Patterson  ; whereas  on  the  plaintiffs’  side  there  is  no  such  cause,  and  this 
rule  must  therefore,  be  discharged.  The  defendants’  attorney  might,  if 
he  pleased,  under  the  statute,  have  compelled  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his 
declaration,  naming  the  defendants  correctly ; but  not  having  done  so,  and 
the  plaintiff  persisting  in  the  original  style  of  the  cause,  there  are,  very 
absurdly,  two  lines  of  proceedings  in  different  causes.  Undoubtedly 
the  plaintiff  was  regular  in  signing  judgment,  and  it  is  as  clear  that  if  we 
were  to  make  the  rule  now  desired  in  the  cause  in  which  it  is  moved,  it 
would  be  inoperative  for  the  purpose  intended,  there  being  really  no  such 
cause.  The  defendant  does  not  move  in  a cause  entitled  either  as  the 
plaintiff's  declaration  is  entitled,  nor  agreeing  with  his  own  appearance  ] 
and  there  is,  in  fact,  no  such  judgment  as  he  is  moving  to  set  aside. 

Eule  discharged. 
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Bowerman  V.  Brown. 

The  defendant  pleaded  a set-off  of  a judgment  recovered  in  debt  on  bond  for 
/223  15J,  3«?.,  being  for  /200  debt,  one  shilling  damages,  and  ;£‘23  14J.  3d 
costs.  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  Hel  record,  on  the  production 
of  the  judgment  it  appeared  that  the  postea  was  for  the  recovery  of  the  debt, 
" and  one  shilling  for  its  detention,  and  the  judgment  was  recovered  for  the 
ji  debt,  damages,  and  costs,  and  also  £$S  IS®-  od.  for  damages,  assessed  on  ac- 

iT  count  of  breaches  of  the  bond.  Held  no  variance,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 

[i  entitled  to  judgment. 

I Issue  on  a plea  of  nul  tiel  record.  The  defendant  in  this  action 
pleaded  a set-off  of  a debt  due  from  the  plaintiff  upon  a judgment,  setting 
it  out  thus : that  the  plaintiff  was  indebted  to  him  in  a large  sum  of 
E money,  viz.  £223  15s.  3c?.,  upon  a certain  judgmentwhich  the  defendant, 
I on  the  24th  January,  1845,  &c.,  recovered  against  the  plaintiff  in  the 
Court  of  Queen’s  Bench,  &c.,  ‘‘in  a certain  action  of  debt  for  £200, 
“whereby  it  was  considered  that  the  said  defendant  should  recover  against 
“the  plaintiff  the  said  debt  of  £200,  and  also  one  shilling  damages  for 
! “the  detention  thereof,  and  also  the  further  sum  of  £23  145.  3c?.  for  his 
“costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit,  &c.,  whereof  the  said  plaintiff 
ta“was  convicted,  &c,”  In  the  judgment  roll  produced,  it  appeared  that 
jthis  defendant  sued  the  plaintiff  Bowerman  on  a bond  with  a condition 
to  convey  certain  land;  the  condition  was  set  out  in  the  declaration:  the 
defendant  demurred,  and  the  plaintiff  had  judgment  on  the  demurrer, 
and  went  down  afterwards  to  assess  his  damages  upon  the  award  of  a 
proper  venire  for  that  purpose.  The  postea  was  then  entered  on  the  roll 
thus: — The  jurors  of  the  jury,  &c.,  say  upon  their  oath,  that  the  defen- 
dant was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  hath 
within  complained  against  him,  and  they  assess  the  damages  of  the  plain- 
tiff on  occasion  of  the  detaining  the  within  debt,  over  and  above  his  costs 
and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  this  behalf  expended,  to  one  shilling; 
and  for  those  costs  and  charges  to  £23  145.  3c?.,  therefore  it  is  considered 
that  the  plaintiff  do  recover  against  defendant  his  said  debt  and  his  dam- 

ages aforesaid,  on  occasion  of  the  detention  thereof  to  one  shilling;  and  also 
£23  145.  Zd.for  his  costs  and  charges  hy  the  court  here  adjudged  to  the 
. plaintiff,  and  with  his  assent.  It  is  also  considered  by  the  court  here  that 
the  plaintiff  have  execution  against  the  defendant  of  thedamages  aforesaid 
to  £55  155.  Oc?.,  by  the  said  jury  in  form  aforesaid  assessed  on  occasion 
of  the  aforesaid  breach  of  the  said  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory, 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c. 

Crawford  moved  for  judgment. 

Small  shewed  cause. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — I think  the  judgment  is  correctly  pleaded  according 
to  its  legal  effect;  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  on  the  bond  had  not 
judgment  for  the  200?.,  and  also  for  the  55?.  15s.  damages,  but  only  for 
the  200?.,  the  one  shilling  damages  and  the  costs,  as  the  plea  alleges;  and 
the  assessing  the  damages  by  the  jury,  which,  by  error,  is  not  stated  to 
have  been  done,  as  it  should  have  been,  in  recording  the  postea,  is  merely 
to  restrain  execution  to  a sum  within  the  200?.  If  an  action  had  been 
brought  on  the  judgment,  it  must  have  set  out  in  the  declaration  just  as 
it  has  been  in  the  defendant’s  plea;  and  how  much  was  due  upon  it. 
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would  have  been  a question  to  be  tried.  Whether  the  plea  of  set-off  is 
quite  correct  or  not,  shewing  specially  what  is  due  upon  the  judgment, 
is  not  the  question  here ; we  have  only  to  determine  whether  there  is 
such  a record  of  a judgment  as  the  defendant  has  pleaded,  and  it  is  cer- 
tain that  there  is.  The  statute  8 & 9 Will.  III.  ch.  11,  sec.  8,  while  it 
makes  it  necessary  in  actions  upon  bonds  with  penalties  to  secure  the 
performance  of  certain  conditions,  that  breaches  should  be  suggested,  and 
damages  assessed,  yet  expressly  directs  that  the  judgment  shall  he  en- 
tered as  heretofore.  This  judgment  therefore  is  rightly  entered,  and 
rightly  set  out  in  the  terms  in  which  it  is  entered. 

J udgment  for  the  defendant  that  he  has  verified  his  record. 


Doe  DEM.  Lynde  v.  Merritt. 

Where  the  defendant  had  gone  into  possession  of  land  under  a demise  for 
four  years,  which  was  void  under  the  statute  of  frauds ; and  before  the  expi- 
ration of  the  first  year,  the  plaintiff  told  him  that  he  should  want  the  land  in 
the  spring ; and  the  defendant  agreed  to  give  it  up  then  ; Held,  that  under 
these  circumstances  there  was  no  necessity  to  prove  a formal  notice  to  quit. 

^ The  plaintiff  had  agreed  verbally  to  let  to  the  defendant  the  premisee 
in  question  for  four  years  from  1st  April  1844,  the  defendant  being  then 
in  possession.  In  the  autumn  of  the  same  year  (some  time  early  in  Sep- 
tember), the  plaintiff,  not  being  satisfied,  as  it  was  stated,  with  the  manner 
in  which  the  defendant  was  farming  the  place,  and  requiring  it  for  one  of 
his  sons,  went  to  the  defendant  and  told  him  “that  he  had  come  to  see 
“about  his  place;  that  his  son  wanted  a farm,  and  he  wished  to  give 
“him  one.”  The  defendant  said,  “it  was  aU  right ; that  he  could  let 
“him  have  it  in  ten  days;  but  that  he  would  rather  keep  it  till  he  had  fed 
“out  his  coarse  fodder.”  The  plaintiff  replied,  he  did  not  want  it,  ^Hill 
sjjring;''  on  which  the  defendant  observed,  that  he  had  not  ploughed 
any  land  for  spring  crop,  and  did  not  intend  to;  and  that  he  had  put  in 
no  fall  wheat.  The  plaintiff  answered,  “that  all  was  right.”  In  the 
following  spring  the  plaintiff  demanded  possession;  but  the  defendant 
refused  to  go  out,  and  this  action  was  in  consequence  brought.  The  only 
question  at  the  trial  was,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  this  evidence  to  establish 
proof  of  a notice  to  quit.  Tne  jury  found  that  the  tenancy  commenced 
on  the  1st  April. 

Hagarty  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the 
notice  to  quit  was  insufficient, 

Duggan  shewed  cause. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  properly 
allowed  to  recover.  It  is  not  disputed  that  a notice  to  quit  may  be 
given  verbally.  Then,  in  construing  the  acts  and  declarations  of  parties, 
we  must  keep  reason  in  view,  and  understand  by  their  words  what  they 
evidently  understood  themselves.  The  plaintiff*  told  the  tenant  he  should 
want  his  farm  in  the  spring,  the  year  expiring  in  the  spring;  and  when 
the  defendant  answered  that  he  had  fortunately  no  crop  in  the  ground, 
and  did  not  intend  to  put  in  a spring  crop,  and  that  it  was  all  right,  it 
would  have  been  unnecessary  and  absurd  in  the  plaintiff  to  have  made  a 
more  formal  demand,  as  if  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  what  the  other 
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assented  to,  or  of  explaining  wliat  he  did  not  question.  The  defendant^ 
by  his  answer,  rendered  it  unnecessary  that  the  other  should  act  as  if  he 
contemplated  a hostile  proceeding.  By  what  took  place,  the  defendant 
clearly  understood  that  the  landlord  would  want  possession  of  his  farm  ; 
and  he  engaged  to  give  it  him  ; and  afterwards  set  him  at  defiance. 
Doe  Dem.  Kodd  v.  Archer(a),  shews  that  the  court  has  respect  to  what 
must  be  supposed  to  have  been  contemplated  and  understood  by  the 
parties  in  such  cases(&).  We  might  have  found  it  difficult  to  have  deter- 
mined that  this  notice  was  sufficiently  precise,  if  the  defendant  himself 
had  not  seemed  so  well  to  understand  its  purport,  and  so  willing  to  abide 
by  it  j and  by  that  means  he  rendered  formality  unnecessary. 

Eule  discharged. 


Garfield  v.  Simons. 

Where  after  an  arrest  set  aside  for  irregularity  in  a District  Court,  the  plaintiff 
arrested  the  defendant  in  the  same  suit  on  an  alias  writ  under  the  statute  ; 
and  the  defendant  then  removed  the  cause  into  the  Queen’s  Bench  by  habeas 
corpus,  for  the  purpose  of  setting  the  second  arrest  aside  ; but  subsequently  took 
steps  in  the  cause  in  the  District  Court,  and  did  not  put  in  special  bail  in  the 
Queen’s  Bench.  The  court  refused  to  set  aside  the  second  arrest,  and  ordered 
a procedendo. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  had  arrested  the  defendant  in  an  action  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  Home  District,  and  the  arrest  had  been  set  aside 
on  motion,  after  the  defendant  had  acquiesced  in  it,  by  moving  for  the- 
weekly  allowance,  which,  however,  was  refused  because  he  had  neither 
denied  the  debt  on  oath,  nor  confessed  the  judgment,  as  the  statute  re- 
quired. The  reason  for  setting  aside  the  arrest  was,  that  the  person 
who  made  it  had  no  warrant  or  authority  from  the  sheriff.  The  judge 
of  the  District  Court  who  made  the  order,  setting  aside  the  arrest, 
imposed  terms  that  the  defendant  should  enter  common  appearance, 
and  should  bring  no  action  for  the  supposed  irregular  arrest.  This 
order  was  made  on  the  26th  August  last,  and  the  defendant  was 
discharged  on  the  29  th,  and  common  bail  filed.  The  ca.  re.  on  which 
the  party  had  been  arrested,  was  returnable  in  October  term  ; and 
before  its  return,  and  before  that  writ  was  actually  returned,  viz.,  on 
the  30th  August,  the  plaintiff  had  the  defendant  arrested  on  an  alias 
ca.  re.  in  this  same  suit,  which  was  made  returnable  on  the  same  day  as 
the  other  had  been,  and  endorsed  with  directions  to  take  bail  to  the  action.. 
The  defendant  thereupon  applied  to  the  judge  of  the  District  Court  to 
set  aside  the  second  arrest  as  illegal,  and  discharge  the  defendant,  which 
application  was  refused ; and  before  the  return  day  of  the  writ,  (i.  e., 
before  the  October  term  of  the  District  Court),  the  defendant  sued  out  a writ 
of  habeas  corpus  cum  causa,  to  remove  the  suit  into  this  court,  and  the 
defendant  being  brought  before  Mr.  Justice  Macaulay  in  chambers,  was 
remanded  to  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  Home  District  in  this  suit,, 
and  a summons  immediately  granted  to  • shew  cause  why  the  second 
arrest  should  not  be  set  aside,  on  the  grounds  of  the  defendant  having 
been  before  arrested  and  discharged  in  the  same  cause,  upon  the  terms 


{a)  14  East.  E.  245. 


(h)  4 Esp.  C.  185. 
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mentioned,  and  also  for  alleged  defects  in  the  affidavit,  and  in  the  jurat, 
and  because  the  affidavit  was  illegally  sworn  before  the  judge  of  the  Home 
District  court,  as  a commissioner  of  the  Queen’s  Bench.  The  judge  in 
chambers  discharged  the  summons,  but  made  an  order  that  the  defendant 
should  he  at  liberty  to  put  in  special  hail,  without  prejudice  to  any  appli- 
cation which  he  might  make  to  this  court  in  term,  respecting  the  arrest. 
1^0  writ  of  procedendo  had  been  awarded(ce). 

Mr.  Miller^  for  the  defendant,  then  moved  in  this  court  that  the  arrest 
made  in  the  District  Court,  under  the  alias  capias,  should  be  set  aside 
with  costs;  because  the  affidavit  of  debt  did  not  shew  that  the  cause  of 
action  arose  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  because  the  de- 
fendant could  not  be  legally  arrested  a second  time  under  the  circum- 
stances stated. 

G.  Duggan^  for  the  plaintiff,  on  shewing  cause  filed  affidavits,  stating 
that  since  the  cause  was  removed  into  this  court,  the  defendant  had  been 
proceeding  in  the  District  Court  by  filing  special  hail  there  on  the  20th 
September ; by  obtaining  and  serving  a summons  to  set  aside  a declara- 
tion filed  in  the  office  on  the  31st  day  of  October,  for  error  in  the  filing 
and  service;  that  interlocutory  judgment  had  been  signed  in  the  District 
Court,  on  the  4th  instant,  and  notice  of  assessment  given ; that,  on  the 
motion  in  the  District  Court,  against  the  second  arrest  for  irregularity, 
no  objection  was  made  to  the  affidavit  itself,  but  only  to  the  jurat  and  to 
the  person  by  whom  the  oath  was  administered. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — Of  course  the  defendant  could  not  avail  himself  upon 
this  motion  of  any  alleged  defect  in  the  affidavit  which  he  forebore  to 
object  to,  when  he  moved  in  the  first  instance  in  the  District  Court  to 
set  aside  the  second  arrest,  It  is  unnecessary,  therefore,  to  go  into  the 
question  whether  the  affidavit  is  defective  in  not  alleging  the  note  to  be 
due  ; for  the  defendant  must  be  taken  to  have  waived  any  such  exception 
when  he  moved  on  other  grounds,  and  did  not  object  on  that  account 

If  upon  substantial  ground,  namely,  the  regularity  of  making  a second 
arrest,  we  should  hold  that  the  judge  of  the  District  Court  decided  differ- 
ently from  what  would  have  been  determined  in  a similar  cause  in  this 
court,  it  can  only  be  because  we  might  hold  that  the  plaintiff  had  acceded 
to  the  terms  on  which  the  first  arrest  was  set  aside,  which  were  that  the 
defendant  should  enter  a common  appearance.  I confess  I do  not  see 
that  that  ought  to  reason  to  effect  the  right  of  arresting  a second  time,  or 
to  place  the  parties  in  a different  situation  from  that  in  which  they  would 
have  stood,  if  the  plaintiff  had  commenced  his  action  by  non-bailable 
process,  to  which  the  defendant  had  entered  a common  appearance  ; in 
which  case  the  plaintiff  might  have  arrested  on  a proper  affidavit  pending 
the  suit.  It  seems,  however,  to  have  been  considered  in  England,  that 
the  plaintiff  would  be  precluded  from  making  a second  arrest,  when  the 
first  was  set  aside  on  this  condition.  However  this  may  be  on  the  main 
ground,  thejudge  I think,  was  right;  and  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Barrow(&), 
is  an  express  authority  in  favor  of  the  second  arrest,  when  the  first  was 
discharged,  as  this  was  for  irregularity  in  a matter  over  which  the  plain- 
tiff had  no  control.  Whether  the  decision  was,  or  was  not  wrong,  upon 


(a)  8 Barn.  & Cres.  386  ; 6 T.  R.  760.  (6)  6 T.  E.  218. 
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the  other  ground;  that  the  other  rule  was  made  absolute  on  the  terms  of 
entering  a common  appearance,  to  which  the  plaintiff,  it  is  said,  must  bo 
considered  as  assenting,  still  it  appears  that  in  this  case,  in  which  an 
action  properly  brought  in  the  District  Court,  has  been  removed  into  thie 
court,  not  for  any  good  reason  * shewn,  but  simply  as  a matter  to  which 
the  defendant  is  entitled  of  common  right,  the  parties  have  both,  not- 
withstanding the  removal,  taken  steps  in  the  court  below,  as  if  the  cause 
was  still  pending  there.  All  such  proceedings  are  void,  as  being  coram 
, non  judice.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant,  when  he  got  the  cause 
i into  this  court,  to  enter  special  bail  here  without  delay  ; and  his  not 
I having  done  so,  and  having  proceeded  in  the  court  below,  and  allowed  the 
I plaintiff  to  proceed  there  also,  without  objection,  makes  it  proper  that  we 
i should  order  a procedendo,  in  order  that  the  suit  may  proceed  there  to  a 
I termination.  The  common  law  right  of  removing  causes  from  inferior 
f courts  by  the  habeas  corpus,is  admitted  so  generally  and  in  such  unqualified 
terms,  that  I do  not,  at  present,  see  any  clear  ground  on  which  we  could 
; say  that  the  defendant  could  not  in  this  case  remove  the  cause  into  this 
ji  court  at  his  mere  pleasure,  and  without  laying  any  special  ground.  The 
!;  origin  and  reasons  of  this  proceeding  are  much  canvassed  in  the  case  of 
I Crosse  v.  Smith(a).  As  we  are  clear,  that  according  to  the  practice  in 
i such  cases,  this  cause  should  be  remitted  on  account  of  the  defendant 
i not  having  proceeded  promptly  to  take  his  next  step  in  this  court,  we  do 
I not,  at  present,  go  into  the  general  question  of  the  right  to  remove  by 
; habeas  corpus,  as  a matter  of  course.  Considering  that  the  legislature  have, 

' by  special  provision,  given  a writ  of  error  from  the  District  Court ; and 
i considering,also,  that  the  legislature  could  never,  as  I think,  have  intended 
I that  the  defendant  should  b6  able,  arbitrarily  to  remove  into  this  court 
^ a case  which  the  plaintiff  has  been  compelled  to  bring  in  the  inferior 
tribunal,  we  should  find  it  necessary  to  examine  the  subject  very  carefully 
: before  we  give  effect  to  such  removal,  by  acting  in  a caes  removed  as  this 
i case  has  been ; and  by  insisting  that  the  practice  of  the  inferior  court 
' shall  conform  to  that  of  this  court  in  similar  cases. 

Procedendo  ordered. 


Mittleberger  V.  Merritt  et  al. 

In  a proceeding  in  prohibition,  the  plaintiff  can  only  recover  nominal  damages. 
If^he  wishes  to  recover  substantial  damages,  he  must  proceed  by  action  on  the 
case,  after  the  entry  of  judgment  quod  stet  prohibitio.  ' 

Special  case.  In  Hilary  Term,  8th  Victoria,  a rule  nisi,  returnable, 
and  moved  absolute  in  the  same  term,  was  granted  by  this  honourable 
court,  calling  on  the  defendants  to  shew  cause,  “why  a writ  of  prohibition 
“ should  not  be  issued  from  this  honourable  court,  to  be  directed  to  the 
“ Vice  Chancellor  of  Upper  Canada,  sitting  in  and  as  the  Court  of  Eeview 
“ under  the  statute  as  aforesaid,  and  also  to  the  said  William  Hamilton 
Merritt,  and  Thomas  Scott,  thereby  restraining  any  further  proceedings 
“ of  any  kind  upon  an  order  made  by  the  said  Vice  Chancellor,  bearing 
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date  the  16th  day  of  October,  1844,  upon  a petition  presented  by 
**  the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt,  and  Thos.  8cott,  and  whereby  his  ’ , 
Honor  ordered,  that  until  further  order,  no  advertisement  should  be  , i 
inserted  in  the  Gazette  or  otherwise  of  the  said  petitioners,  or  either  of 
them,  being  adjudged  bankrupts,  nor  any  notice  be  served  upon  any 
person  or  otherwise,  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the  said  petitioners,  or  either 
of  them,  or  of  any  commission  of  bankruptcy  having  issued,  or  of  any  j i 
meeting  of  creditors  under  the  same.  And  whereby  also  the  Vice  i 
Chancellor  did  further  order,  that  the  sheriff  of  the  District  of  Niagara  | , 
should  in  the  meantime  be  enjoined  not  to  seize  or  take  possession  of  ! 
the  property,  or  any  part  of  the  property,  real  or  personal,  of  the  said  i .■ 
petitioners,  or  of  either  of  them.”  That  on  Monday,  the  1st  day  of  ;i 
Easter  Term  next  following,  the  said  rule  was  made  absolute  in  the  terms  | ; 
in  which  it  was  moved,  with  the  further  condition  (at  the  instance  and  ! i, 
requirement  of  the  defendants)  that  the  plaintiff  should  forthwith  declare  j < 
in  prohibition,  against  the  said  defendants,  and  should  deliver  such  decla-  il 
ration  to  be  pleaded  thereunto  by  the  said  defendants.  That,  after  the  ■ 
said  rule  had  been  so  granted  as  last  aforesaid,  the  defendants  proceeded  j - 
upon  the  said  order  made  by  the  said  Court  of  Eeview,  and  taxed  the  j ! 
costs  by  the  said  order,  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defen-  : - 
dants,  and  upon  the  4th  day  of  March  following  issued  out  of  the  Court  | , 
of  Chancery,  directed  to  the  said  John  Mittleberger,  a subpoena  under  the  [i 
seal  of  the  said  court,  whereby  the  said  John  Mittleberger  was  ordered,  | < 
that  immediately  upon  service  thereof,  he  should  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  | ^ 
to  the  defendants,  and  George  Adams  since  deceased,  or  bearer,  the  sum  , i 
of  .31/,  15s.  6d.  costs,  by  an  order  in  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  bear-  ^ 
ing  date  the  16th  day  of  October,  1844'  (being  the  order  aforesaid), 
awarded  to  be  paid  by  the  said  John  Mittleberger  to  the  defendants  and  i i 
the  said  George  Adams,  and  that  the  said  J ohn  Mittleberger  was  not  to  ;! 
omit  so  to  do,  under  pain  of  contempt.  That  upon  the  8th  day  of  the  11; 
said  month  of  March  the  said  subpoena  was  served  upon  the  said  John  jii 
Mittleberger,  and  thereupon  and  upon  the  same  day,  and  to  avoid  being  i 
brought  into  contempt  of  the  said  Court  of  Chancery,  and  subjected  to  i, 
attachment  therefore,  the  said  costs  amounting  to  the  sum  of  31/.  15s,  5d.  i s 
as  in  the  said  subpoena  mentioned,  were  paid  by  the  said  John  Mittle-  ; i 
berger  to  the  said  defendants.  That  on  the  third  day  of  June  following,  j < 
in  compliance  with  the  said  rule  of  this  honourable  court,  the  plaintiff  duly  ji 
filed  his  declaration  in  prohibition  hereinafter  set  out.  -‘That  in  Easter  U 
**  Term,  8th  & 9th  Victoria,  the  defendants  obtained  from  this  honourable  j i 
court,  a rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  all  proceedings  | r 
in  this  cause  in  prohibition  should  not  he  stayed,  withot  costs,  the  if; 
defendants  expressing  their  assent  to  the  writ  of  prohibition.”  That  ir 
the  said  rule  was  in  the  same  term,  after  argument,  discharged.  That  I j 
the  said  declaration  in  prohibition  is  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  j i 
that  is  to  say  : John  Mittleberger,  who  as  well  for  our  lady  the  Queen,  as  ii 
for  himself,prosecuteth  by  PhilipM.Vankoughnet,his  attorney,complaineth  js 
of  William  Hamilton  Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott,  of  a plea  wherefore  they  " i 
have  proceeded  in  the  Court  of  Eeview,  before  the  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Upper  Canada,  sitting  in  and  as  the  Court  of  Eeview,  under  the  statute  .< 
of  the  Parliament  of  this  province  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  holden  at  King-  i 
.ston  in  the  Midland  District,  the  9th  day  of  December,  in  the  7th  year  f / 
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; of  her  reign,  entitled  “ An  act  to  repeal  an  ordinance  of  Lower  Canada, 
“ entitled  an  ordinance  concerning  bankrupts,  and  the  administration  and 
distribution  of  their  estates  and  effects,  and  to  make  provision  for  the 
same  object  throughout  the  province  of  Canada,  after  the  Queen’s  prohi- 
bition to  the  contrary  thereof  before  directed  and  delivered  : For  that, 
that  is  to  say,  whereas,  in  and  by  the  act  of  parliament  aforesaid,  it  was 
amongst  other  things  ordained  and  established  by  the  authority  of  the 
‘ same  parliament,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  and  for  that  part  of  this 
i province  formerly  called  Upper  Canada,  and  the  several  Courts  of  King’s 
j iench,  in  and  for  the  districts  of  Quebec,  Montreal,  Three  Rivers,  and 
II  8t.  Francis,  should  be  each  within  their  respective  jurisdictions  Courts  of 
,1  Review,  in  cases  and  matters  of  bankruptcy,  and  might  from  time  to  time 
I and  at  all  times  within  such  their  jurisdiction,  make  general  rules  and 
!;  orders  for  regulating,  the  form  ot  proceedings,  and  the  practice  to  be 
; observed,  and  the  costs  to  be  allowed,  when  not  otherwise  provided  for  by 
J the  said  act,  in  all  cases  of  bankruptcy,  and  should  also  have  full  power 
I and  authority  to  entertain,  hear  and  determine,  and  make  all  necessary 
|i  orders  in  all  appeals  from  the  several  judges  of  the  District  Courts,  and 
! from  the  commissioners  of  bankrupts  in  matters  of  bankruptcy,  in  cases 
arising,  pending  or  determined  within  the  respective  jurisdictions  of  the 
f said  Court  of  Chancery,  and  the  said  several  Courts  of  King’s  Bench,  and 
j to  allow  such  costs  of  appeals  as  to  them  should  seem  fit,  and  that  appeals 
I as  aforesaid  should  respectively  lie  from  the  said  judges  and  commission- 
i ers,  and  their  judgments,  adjudications  and  orders,  at  the  instance  of  any 
! creditor,  or  of  the  assignees  of  any  bankrupt,  and  the  decision  of  such 
I Court  of  Review  should  be  final.  And  whereas  the  said  John  Mittle- 
I berger,  together  with  one  Beacher  Benham,  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the 
I 24th  day  of  September  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1844,  made  application 
i'  under  the  said  act  of  parliament,  unto  Edward  Clarke  Campbell,  Esquire, 
I;  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  District  of  Niagara,  having  full  power 
||  and  jurisdiction  in  that  behalf,  for  a summons,  according  to  the  said  act  in 
I that  behalf,  to  be  directed  to  the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt,  and 
j Thomas  Scott,  then  living  and  residing  in  the  said  district  of  Niagara,  in 
I order  to  summon  them  the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt,  and  Thomas 
i Scott,  to  appear  before  him  the  said  judge  of  the  said  District  Court  for 
I the  District  of  Niagara,  to  ascertain  in  manner  and  form  prescribed  by  the 
i said  act,  whether  they  the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt  and  Thomas 
I Scott  admitted  the  demand  of  the  said  John  Mittleberger  and  Beacher 
|j  Benham,  who  claimed  from  them  a certain  debt,  or  any  or  what  part 
I thereof,  or  whether  they  verily  believed  that  they  the  said  William 
\ Hamilton  Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott,  had  a good  defence  to  the  said 
' demand,  or  to  any  and  what  parts  thereof,  according  to  the  terms  and 
j provisions  of  the  said  act.  And  whereas,  the  said  judge  of  the  said 
I District  Court,  for  the  said  District  of  Niagara,  did  grant  to  the  said 
I John  Mittleberger  the  said  summons  in  manner  and  form  prescribed  by 
I the  said  act,  and  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and  according  to  the  provisions 
J of  the  said  act,  and  thereupon  the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt  and 
I Thomas  Scott  were,  and  each  of  them  was,  duly  and  according  to  law 
i summoned,  and  personally  served  with  the  said  summons,  to  appear 
j before  the  said  judge  of  the  said  District  Court,  according  to  law,  and 
i According  to  the  exigency  of  the  said  summons.  And  whereas  the  said 
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William  Hamilton  Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott  did  not,  nor  did  either  of 
them,  appear  before  the  said  judge  of  the  said  District  Court,  at  the  return 
of  the  said  summons,  although  the  said  John  Mittleberger  did  attend  at 
the  return  thereof  before  the  said  judge  of  the  said  District  Court,  nor 
did  they  the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott,  or  either 
of  them,  or  any  one  for  them  or  either  of  them,  make  or  offer  to  the  said 
judge  of  the  said  District  Court,  any  excuse  for  not  appearing  at  the 
return  of  the  said  summons,  according  to  the  exigency  thereof ; yet  the 
said  William  Hamilton  Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott,  before  any  application 
was  made  to  the  said  judge  of  the  said  District  Court,  for  any  commission 
of  bankruptcy  in  respect  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  and  before  any  judg- 
ment, adjudication  or  order  had  been  made  by  the  said  judge  of  the  said 
District  Court,  in  respect  of  any  of  the  said  matters,  to  wit,  on  the  14th 
day  of  October,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  of  the  premises  not  ignorant,  but 
contriving  unduly  to  aggrieve  and  oppress  the  said  John  Mittleberger, 
against  the  due  course  of  law  of  this  province,  and  to  deprive  the  said 
John  Mittleberger  of  the  right  to  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  any  com- 
mission of  bankruptcy  to  be  issued  against  the  said  William  Hamilton 
Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott,  and  to  prevent  the  same  being  executed  ac-  I 
cording  to  the  laws  of  this  province,  and  to  remove  the  cognizance  of 
the  matters  aforesaid  before  any  judgment,  adjudication  or  order  had  | 
been  pronounced  or  made  by  the  said  judge  of  the  said  District  Court,  to  i 
another  jurisdiction,  and  examination  in  the  Court  of  Review  before  the  i 
said  Yice-Chancellor,  against  her  Majesty’s  royal  crown  ann  dignity,  did  | 
present  a petition  to  the  said  Vice-Chancellor  sitting  in  and  as  a Court  of 
Review,  pretending  to  have  jurisdiction  in  that  behalf,  praying  his  honor  j 
that  the  said  commission  of  bankruptcy  intended  to  be  issued  against  the 
said  William  Hamilton  Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott,  might,  if  and  when  the 
same  should  be  issued,  be  suspended,  and  that  in  the  meantime,  the 
advertisement  in  the  Gazette  or  otherwise,  of  any  declaration  that  might 
be  made  of  the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott,  or 
either  of  them,  being,  or  the  insertion  in  the  Gazette  or  otherwise,  or 
the  giving  to  any  person  or  otherwise,  of  any  notice  of  the  bankruptcy  of 
the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott,  or  of  either  of  them, 
or  of  such  commission  having  issued,  or  of  any  meeting  of  creditors  under 
the  same,  might  be  stayed,  and  the  sheriff  of  the  District  of  Niagara  from 
demanding  or  receiving  possession  from  the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt 
and  Thomas  Scott,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  other  person  or  persons,  or 
from  taking  possession  of  the  property,  or  any  part  of  the  property  real  or  i 
personal,  of  the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott,  or 
either  of  them  ; upon  which  said  petition  before  the  said  Vice  Chancellor  ’ 
for  that  occasion,  and  to  answer  the  matter  thereof,  the  said  William 
Hamilton  Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott  caused,  and  most  unjustly  compelled,  | 
the  said  John  Mittleberger  to  appearand  answer  thereunto  ; and  although  j 
the  said  John  Mittleberger,  upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  petitition,  shewed, 
pleaded  and  alleged,  the  matters  aforesaid,  and  shewed  and  proved  to  the 
Court  of  Review,  that  the  matters  of  the  said  petition  were  matters  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court  of  Review  under  the  said  act  of! 
parliament,  and  that  his  honor  the  Yice-Chancellor  had  no  jurisdiction  to  j 
make  any  order  upon  the  said  petition  in  respect  of  the  said  matters ! 
therein  prayed,  and  had  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  any  of  the  said  mat-|| 
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ters,  except  upon  and  by  way  of  appeal  from  som  e judgment,  adjudication 
nr  order  first  to  be  pronounced  or  made  by  the  said  judge  of  the  said 
Disirict  Court,  sitting  in  bankruptcy  in  respect  thereof,  yet  the  said  Vice- 
I (Jhancellor,  sitting  in  and  as  the  said  Court  of  Eeview,  utterly  refused  to 
P admit  the  said  plea,  allegations  and  proofs ; and  afterwards,  in  the  said 
I Court  of  Eeview,  in  form  atoresaid,  the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt 
{ and  Thomas  Scott,  to  obtain  a definitive  order  of  the  said  Court  of  Eeview, 

[ with  all  their  power,  yet  endeavour,  and  daily  threaten,  and  although  the 
writ  of  our  lady  the  Queen  of  prohibition  to  the  aforesaid  Vice-Chan- 
cellor, on  the  15th  day  of  October  in  the  year  aforesaid  at  Toronto  in 
the  Home  District  aforesaid,  to  the  contrary  thereof  was  directed  and 
delivered,  yet  the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott,  the 
petition  aforesaid,  after  the  Queen’s  Majesty’s  royal  prohibition  first  to 
the  contrary  thereof  in  form  aforesaid,  directed  and  delivered,  that  is  to 
say,  on  the  16th  day  of  October  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  Toronto  in  the 
Home  District  aforesaid,  prosecuted,  and  in  and  upon  the  said  petition 
aforesaid  proceeded;  and  the  said  Vice-Chancellor  did  thereupon  make  an 
order,  bearing  date  the  16th  day  October  in  the  year  aforesaid,  and  thereby 
ordered,  that  until  further  order  of  the  said  court,  no  advertisement  should 
be  inserted  in  the  Gazette  or  otherwise,  of  the  said  William  Hamilton 
, Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott,  or  either  of  them,  having  been  adjudged  bauk- 
; rupts,  nor  any  notice  be  served  upon  any  person  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
i said  William  Hamilton  Merritt  and  Thomas  Scott,  or  either  ol  them,  or  of 
' any  commission  of  bankruptcy  having  issued,  or  of  any  meeting  of  creditors 
under  the  same,  and  did  further  order,  that  the  said  sheriff  of  the  district  of 
IVNiagar  should,  in  the  mean  time,  be  enjoined  not  to  seize  or  take  pos- 
i;  session  of  the  property,  or  any  part  of  the  propety,  real  or  personal,  of 
the  said  William  Hamilton  Merritt,  and  Thomas  Scott,  or  either  of  them, 
the  said  writ  of  our  lady  the  Queen  of  prohibition  to  the  aforesaid  Vice- 
Chancellor  first  to  the  contrary  thereof  in  form  aforesaid  directed  and 
delivered  in  any  thing  notwithstanding,  in  contempt  of  our  said  lady  the 
Queen,  and  to  the  damage,  prejudice,  impoverishing,  and  grievous  molest- 
ing of  him,  the  said  John  Mittleberger,  and  contrary  to  the  form  and  effect 
of  the  act  of  parliament  aforesaid,  whereupon  the  said  John  Mittleberger 
saith  that  he  is  injured,  and  hath  sustained  damage  of  one  hundred  pounds, 
and  thereof  as  well  for  our  said  lady  the  Queen  as  for  himself,  he  bringeth 
his  suit,  &c.  That  to  the  said  declaration,  the  defendants  have  filed  a 
general  demurrer,on  which  issue  has  been  joined.  The  questions  for  the 
opinion  of  the  court  are,  whether  upon  the  facts,  and  under  the  pleadiug 
above  set  forth , the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  more  than  nominal  damages  ; 
and  if  he  be  entitled  to  more  than  nominal  damages,  then  whether  had  a 
jury  awarded  as  damages,  the  sum  of  31Z.  15s.  hd,  costs,  stated  above 
to  have  been  paid  by  the  said  John  Mittleberger  to  the  defendants,  such 
damage  would  have  been  considered  to  be  properly  allowable  against  the 
defendants.  And  if  such  costs  would,  when  so  awarded,  be  considered 
by  the  court  as  proper  to  be  allowed  in  damages  against  the  defendants, 
then  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  entitled,  upon  the  said  declaration,  to  the  said 
sum  of  31L  15s.  5c?.,  as  his  damages;  for  which  sum  with  costs  the  de- 
fendants hereby  agree  that  judgment  shall  be  entered  against  them  by 

■ confession  immediately  after  the  decision  of  this  case,  or  otherwise,  as  the 

■ court  may  think  fit.  But  if  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
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is  entitled  to  no  more  than  nominal  damages,  upon  the  said  declaration, 
then  the  plaintiff  is  to  recover  upon  the  said  declaration  only  one  shilling 
damages,  for  which  sum,  with  costs,  the  defendants  hereby  agree  to  allow 
judgment  to  he  entered  against  them  by  confession,  immediately  after  the 
decision  of  this  case,  or  otherwise,  as  the  court  may  think  fit. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — The  question  as  to  the  right  to  the  prohibition  must 
be  understood  to  be  waived  in  this  statement  of  the  case,  because,  other- 
wise, as  there  is  no  issue,  in  fact,  the  parties  would  not  he  in  a situation 
to  assess  their  damages  till  the  demurrer  to  the  declaration  should  he 
determined.  We  are  asked,  then,  whether,  admitting  the  plaintiff  in 
prohibition  to  be  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  demurrer,  he  could  assess 
more  than  nominal  damages'?  The  case  of  Pewtress  v.  Harvey  et  el.  (a), 
is  in  point  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  can  recover  no  damages,  that  is,  no 
substantial  damages,  unless  the  defendant  has  proceeded  after  a writ  of 
prohibition  issued  ; because,  otherwise,  there  can  have  been  no  contempt. 
The  difference  between  that  case  and  the  present  is,  that  there  the  de- 
fendant had  taken  no  steps  in  the  cause  in  which  the  prohibition  was 
moved,  after  the  plaintiff  was  directed  to  declare ; he  had  done  nothing 
after  that  time  when  the  writ  in  the  action  of  prohibition  would,  by  the 
fiction  of  law,  be  stated  and  supposed  to  have  been  issued.  In  the  case 
before  us,  the  complaint  is,  that  the  defendant  did  proceed  and  take  com- 
pulsory steps  in  the  Court  of  Review,  after  the  court  had,  at  the  defen- 
dant’s instance,  put  the  plaintiff  to  declare.  The  question  is,  whether  that 
difference  of  circumstances  can  be  held  by  us,  to  make  a substantial 
difference  as  to  the  damages,  w^hich  the  plaintiff  in  prohibition  could  have 
legally  recovered,  if  his  suit  had  been  resisted.  When  the  defendant, 
after  the  plaintiff  had,  at  his  instance,  been  put  to  declare,  had  signified 
his  readiness  to  submit  to  the  prohibition,  he  claimed  that  thereupon  as 
a matter  of  right,  we  should  interpose  and  stay  proceedings  upon  his 
paying  the  costs  in  the  suit  upon  the  prohibition,  grounding  his  motion 
on  the  case  of  Gegge  v.  Jones(6).  The  plaintiff,  on  his  side,  objected 
that,  as  he  had  been  put  to  act,  and  had  sustained  damages  by  proceed- 
ings taken  in  the  Court  of  Review,  after  our  rule  had  been  issued,he  was 
in  justice  entitled  to  have  that  injury  made  good  to  him,  before  the  court 
could  interrupt  his  proceedings  at  the  prayer  of  the  defendant ; otherwise 
he  would  be  injured  by  an  indulgence  granted  to  the  defendant  in  putting 
the  plaintiff  to  declare,  merely  in  order  that  he  (the  defendant)  might  have 
every  opportunity  of  contesting  the  prohibition,  though  the  court  were 
clear  that  they  ought  to  grant  it.  If  we  had  awarded  the  writ  peremp- 
torily, which,  so  far  as  our  opinion  went,  we  were  prepared  to  do,  then 
the  defendant’s  proceedings  afterwards  would  have  been  a clear  contempt. 
The  view  which  we  took  of  the  matter  as  it  then  stood  is  stated  in  our 
Judgment  on  the  motion  to  stay  proceedings(c).  We  decline  to  interpose 
summarily,  unless  the  defendant  would  do  what  was  equitable,  by  indem- 
nifying the  plaintiff  against  the  cost  of  proceedings  taken  ' after  the  pro- 
hibition moved,  in  which  he  has  now  acquiesced,  considering,  that  he 
ought  to  regard  it  as  having  been  then  awarded.  But  though  we  forebore 
to  stop  the  plaintiffs  suit,  we  intimated  clearly  that  it  was  for  him  to 


(a)  1 B.  & Ad.  154. 


(b)  2 Str.  1149.  (c)  Ante  page  92. 
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j consider  whether  by  proceeding  in  it  he  could  recover  substantial  damages, 

I as  for  a contempt  of  a writ  which  had,  in  truth,  not  issued  ; or  whether, 

1 if  he  went  for  such  damages,  he  would  not  be  liable  to  be  met  in  this 
‘ action  by  a plea  traversing  any  proceedings  being  taken  after  the  issuing 
I of  a writ,  or  rather,  traversing  the  issuing  of  any  writ.  I was  then  under 
i the  impression  that  the  plaintiff  might  probably  find  that  he  must  adopt 
I another  description  of  remedy,  in  order  to  recover  substantial  damages  ; 
because  it  is  in  some  books  stated,  that  it  is  only  when  the  plaintiff  seeks 
merely  to  establish  his  right  to  the  prohibition  that  the  court  will  hold 
the  defendant  precluded  from  traversing  the  fictitious  statement  of  a writ 
! having  actually  issued,  and  of  proceedings  having  been  carried  on  in  con- 
tempt of  it.  From  his  persisting  in  this  action,  the  plaintiff  seems  to 
have  satisfied  himself  that  he  can  recover  in  it  substantial  damages  ; and 
the  resolution  which  we  came  to,  when  we  declined  to  stay  proceedings, 
was  not  to  impede  him  in  that  object,  if  he  thought  he  could  sustain 
himself.  Having  now  considered  the  very  clear  exposition  of  the  law  on 
this  subject  in  Sergeant  Williams’  note  to  1st  Saunders,  136  ; in  Buller’s 
j H.  P.  219  ; in  Selwyn’s  Practice  ; and  in  Bacon’s  Abridgment,  Prohibi- 
tion, E.  & M.,  and  in  many  other  books,  we  think  we  cannot  hold  other- 
I wise  than  that  the  issue  in  a declaration  in  prohibition  is  merely  to  inform 
! the  conscience  of  the  court  whether  the  prohibition  should  really  go,  and 
that  the  jury  cannot  properly  give  more  than  one  shilling  damages  ; but 
that  after  the  plaintiff  has  judgment,  quod  stet  prohibitio,  he  may  then 
bring  his  action  upon  the  case,  and  recover  the  damages  he  has  sus- 
tained {a).  There  seems  to  be  a difficulty  upon  the  case  stated  in  this 
respect,  that  the  defendant  by  demurring,  has  admitted  the  facts  averred, 
and  consequently  has  admitted  the  contempt  of  the  writ,  which  could 
legally  have  issued  at  the  time  when  it  is  stated,  and  is  by  the  pleadings 
admitted  to  have  issued.  But,  on  consideration,  as  the  defendant  could 
not  traverse  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  the  demurrer  is  immaterial. 

^ As  the  parties  merely  want  to  know  what  direction  it  would  have  been 
' proper  to  have  given  to  a jury,  in  ease  they  had  gone  down  to  assess 
damages,  we  now  give  our  opinions,  that  in  this  suit  nominal  damages 
and  costs  are  all  that  the  plaintiff  can  recover. 

Judgment  accordingly. 

I 


Gilmor  V.  Edmunds. 

I In  assumpsit  by  the  payee  against  the  maker  of  a promissory  note,  the  defendant 
' pleaded  that  the  note  was  made  for  the  accommodation  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
without  consideration  ; the  plaintiff  replied,  that  there  was  a good  considera- 
I tion,  to  wit,  the  amount  of  the  note,  without  traversing  that  it  was  made  for  the 

li  plaintiff’s  accommodation  ; and  the  replication  was  held  bad  on  special  demurrer 

j!  Assumpsit  by  payee  against  the  maker  of  a promissory  note.  The  defen- 
I dant  pleaded  that  he  made  the  promissory  note  in  the  count  mentioned  for 
I the  accommodation  of  the  plaintiff ; and  that  there  was  not  at  any  time 
l|  any  value  or  consideration  for  the  defendant’s  making  the  said  note,  or  for 


(a)  Buller’s  P.  219  ; Cro.  Car.  559. 
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the  payment  of  the  amount  thereof,  or  of  any  part  thereof ; and  the  plain- 
tiff held,  and  still  holds  the  same  without  value  or  consideration  ; and  this 
he  is  ready  to  verify,  &c.  The  plaintiff  replied,  that  there  was  a good 
and  sufficient  consideration,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  the  said  promissory 
note  in  the  said  second  count  mentioned,  for  the  making  and  payment  by 
the  defendant  of  the  said  promissory  note ; and  this  the  plaintiff  prays 
may  be  enquired  of  by  the  country,  &c.  To  this  replication  the  defendant 
demurred,  assigning  for  causes  thereto,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  said  repli- 
cation neither  confesses  nor  avoids,  nor  traverses  the  principal  allegation 
contained  in  the  said  plea,  namely,  that  the  defendant  made  the  promis- 
sory note  in  the  second  count  mentioned,  for  the  accommodation  of  the 
plaintiff : and  also  that  the  said  replication  traverses  an  immaterial  alle- 
gation in  said  plea.  Also  for  that  the  replication  is  not  sufficiently  certain, 
and  is  vague  and  insufficient  in  this,  to  wit,  that  it  is  merely  alleged 
therein  that  there  was  a good  and  sufficient  consideration  for  the  making 
the  said  note ; and  it  is  not  shewn  what  the  consideration  was,  or  for 
what  purpose  the  note  was  given  ; and  also  that  the  said  replication  is  an 
argumentative  denial  of  the  allegation  in  the  plea  that  the  defendant 
made  the  said  note  for  the  accommodation  of  the  plaintiff. 

G.  Duggan  y Jun.,  for  the  plaintiff. 

H.  Eccles  for  defendant. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — The  cases  of  Prescott  v.  Levi,  Easton  v.  Pratchett, 
and  Stoughton  v.  Lord  Kilmorey,  which  are  reported  in  3rd  Dowling, 
P.  C.,  shew  that  this  point  has  received  a good  deal  of  consideration,  and 
that  there  has  been  some  fluctuation  in  opinion  upon  it.  By  the  last  of 
the  cases,,  however,  and  several  more  recent(a),  it  is  at  length  settled,  that 
it  will  not  be  sufficient  for  the  defendant  to  plea^  in  general  terms,  and 
negatively  merely,  that  there  was  no  good  consideration  for  the  note  made 
by  him  ; but  he  must  plead  something  affirmatively,  shewing  on  what 
account,  or  in  what  manner  it  was  made.  The  defendant  in  this  case 
has  done  so : he  says  he  made  the  note  for  the  accommodation  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  without  receiving  any  consideration  for  it.  Then,  if  the 
necessity  is  thrown  upon  the  defendant  of  pleading  something  affirmatively, 
to  shew  whence  and  how  the  want  of  consideration  arises,  it  must  follow 
that  the  plaintiff  cannot  wholly  give  the  go-by  to  such  a defence  when  it 
is  pleaded,  and  content  himself  with  simply  denying  in  general  terms, 
what  the  defendant  is  not  permitted  to  assert  alone  in  general  terms, 
namely,  that  the  note  was  made  without  good  consideration.  The  repli- 
cation is  bad,  because  it  is  only  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  new  mat- 
ter which  the  defendant  has  pleaded,  and  which  it  was  necessary  he 
should  plead,  if  he  desires  to  make  out  a defence  of  this  description. 

Macaulay,  J. — The  replication  is  bad,  for  not  traversing  the  whole 
allegation  of  want  of  consideration  and  the  ground  thereof.  The  defen- 
dant is  obliged  to  allege  affirmatively  the  circumstances,  terms  or  purposes, 
for  which  the  instrument  was  given,  as  well  as  that  there  was  no  consider- 
ation ; and  they  form  a material  part  of  a compound  proposition,  excusing 
payment  of  the  note  on  account  of  the  absence  of  consideration.  The 
replication  either  admits  that  the  note  was  made  for  the  plaintiff’s  accom- 


(a)  Lacey  v.  Forrester,  2 C.  M.  & R.,  59  ; I C.  M.  & R.  806. 
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modation,  or  only  argumentatively  denies  it.  Upon  issue  joined,  a verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  that  there  was  consideration,  would  be  sufficient  to  entitle 
him  to  recover  ; but  if  found  for  the  defendant  upon  that  point,  the  pur- 
pose for  which  the  note  was  given  would  not  be  determined  ; and  if  it 
were  held  to  be  admitted,  there  would  be  an  obvious  inconsistency  on 
the  record.  The  replication  is,  at  all  events,  bad,  as  being  only  an  argu- 
mentative denial ; and  m this  respect  it  resembles  Hawkshaw  v.  Raw- 
lings (a), 

Jones,  J.,  concurred. 

McLean,  J. — The  replication  does  not  answer  the  plea  except  by 
alleging  that  there  was  a good  consideration  for  the  making  of  the  note  ; 
this  might  be  the  case,  and  the  allegation  that  it  was  made  for  the  plain- 
tiff’s accommodation,  still  be  perfectly  true ; and  if  made  for  the  plain- 
tiffs accommodation,  whatever  the  consideration  may  have  been  on  which 
the  note  was  given,  the  plaintiff  cannot  collect  the  amount  from  the  de- 
fendant. The  plaintiff  should  have  repUed  in  the  words  of  the  plea 
denying  the  accommodation  and  want  of  consideration,  and  tendering  an 
issue  on  the  fact.  The  replication  appears  to  me  to  be  bad,  as  not  being 
a full  answer  to  the  plea,  which  it  professes  to  answer. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 


ROSS  V.  MERRITT. 

The  plaintiff  declared  in  trespass,  in  the  first  count  complaining  of  breaking  and 
entering  his  close,  and  debauching  his  daughter,  and  on  the  second  count  for 
the  debauching  his  daughter  only,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  to  each  count  as 
to  all  but  the  force  and  arms,  &c.,  the  leave  and  license  of  the  daughter,  the 
pleas  were  held  bad  on  demurrer. 

The  plaintiff  declared  in  trespass,  alleging  in  the  first  count  a breaking 
and  entering  his  close,  and  debauching  his  daughter ; and  in  the  second, 
a debauching  of  the  daughter  only.  The  defendant  pleaded  to  each  of 
these  counts,  except  as  to  the  force  and  arms,  &c.,  the  leave  and  license 
of  the  daughter ; and  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially,  on  the  ground  that 
the  pleas  afforded  no  answer  to  the  declaration.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron^  for  the  plaintiff. 

Ross,  for  the  defendant. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — To  two  counts  charging  the  defendant  with  trespass 
to  the  plaintiff’s  close,  and  debauching  his  daughter  and  servant,  the 
defendant  pleads  as  to  each  (except  as  to  the  breaking  the  close  and  what- 
ever is  against  the  peace)  that  he  committed  the  trespass  by  the  leave 
and  license  of  the  daughter.  The  defendant  has  cited  no  authority  in 
support  of  his  pleas.  If  the  debauching  the  plaintiff’s  servant  is  an  injury 
to  the  plaintiff,  the  servant  cannot  give  license  to  the  defendant  to  commit 
that  injury.  If  this  defence  could  be  sustained,  there  could  be  no  action 
for  seduction,  for  when  the  connection  was  against  the  will  of  the  female, 
it  would  be  felonious.  In  cases  of  action  for*enticing  and  harboring  the 
servant  of  another,  it  might  as  well  be  pleaded,  as  it  always  could  in  such 
cases,  that  the  injury  was  committed  by  the  leave  of  the  servant. 

J udgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


(a)  r Strange,  24. 
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Anderson  v.  Jennings. 

Where  in  assumpsit  by  the  endorsee  against  the  maker  of  a promissory  note,  the 
defendant  pleaded  that  the  note  was  made  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  in  pay- 
ment of  200  hats  and  caps  to  be  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and 
averred  that  the  hats  and  caps  remained  undelivered  ; but  did  not  aver  that  any 
request  had  been  made  for  their  delivery  : The  plea  was  held  bad  on  de- 

murrer. 

Assumpsit  on  a promissory  note  by  the  endorsee  against  tlie  maker, 
who  has  drawn  the  note  payable  to  his  own  order,  and  endorsed  it  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendant  pleaded  that  the  said  promissory  note  in  that 
count  mentioned  was  made  and  endorsed  by  the  defendant,  as  therein  also 
is  mentioned,  in  payment  of  the  price  of  divers,  to  wit,  two  hundred  fur 
caps  and  two  hundred  hats,  to  wit,  on  the  twenty-third  day  of  July,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-eight,  sold 
by  the  said  John  P.  Ashton  to  the  defendant  to  be  delivered  to  the  said 
defendant  within  a reasonable  time  after  the  making  and  endorsing  by  the 
defendant  of  the  said  note  ; and  the  defendant  in  fact  saith,  that  before 
the  said  promissory  note  became  due  and  payable,  to  wit,  on  the  tenth 
day  of  September,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  a reasonable  time  for  the  deli- 
very of  the  said  two  hundred  fur  caps,  and  two  hundred  hats  had  elapsed ; 
yet  the  said  John  P.  Ashton  hath  not  within  the  time  last  aforesaid,  or  at 
any  time  whatever  delivered  the  said  two  hundred  fur  caps  and  two  hundred 
hats  so  sold,  and  agreed  to  be  delivered  as  aforesaid  to  the  defendant,  but 
that  they  remain  wholly  undelivered  j and  the  consideration  upon  which 
the  said  promissory  note  was  made  and  endorsed  by  the  defendant  to  the 
said  John  P.  Ashton,  has  wholly  failed.  And  the  defendant  further  says, 
that  there  never  was  any  value  or  consideration  whatever,  for  the  making 
and  endorsing  the  said  note  by  the  defendant  except  as  aforesaid.  And 
the  defendant  further  says,,  that  the  said  John  P.  Ashton,  in  fraud  of  the 
said  defendant,  after  the  said  promissory  note  became  due  and  payable,  to 
wit,  on  the  twenty-ninth  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-nine,  endorsed  the  said  promissory 
note  to  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  plaintiff  took  the  said  promissory  note 
by  endorsement  from  the  said  John  P.  Ashxon,  after  it  became  due  and 
payable  as  aforesaid,  and  this  the  defendant  is  ready  to  verify,  &c.  To 
this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially  for  the  following  causes,  that  is 
to  say,  that  the  said  second  plea  is  repugnant  and  bad  in  this,»to  wit,  that 
it  professes  to  shew  a want  or  failure  of  consideration  for  the  drawing  and 
endorsing  of  the  said  promissory  note,  and  yet  avers  that  the  said  note 
was  so  drawn  and  endorsed  in  payment  of  the  price  of  certain  hats  and 
caps  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  which,  of  itself,  admits  a good 
and  sufficient  consideration  for  the  drawing  and  endorsing  the  said  note, 
which  the  said  plea  does  not  in  any  way  afterwards  deny,  or  properly 
shew  a failure  of.  And  the  said  plea  is  insufficient  in  this,  that  it  does 
not  shew  by  whom  the  said  hats  and  caps,  for  the  price  and  sale  of  which 
the  defendant  avers  the  said  note  was  drawn  and  endorsed,  were  to  be 
delivered,  or  how,  or  where.  Nor  does  it  shew  that  such  delivery  was  to 
be  made  by  the  plaintiff,  or  that  such  delivery  formed  part  of  the  consi- 
deration for  the  drawing  and  endoi  sing  of  the  said  promissory  note,  or  that 
there  was  any  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  deliver  the  same. 
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And  the  plea  does  not  aver  or  state,  as  it  should  do,  that  the  defendant 
was  ready  and  willing  to  accept  the  said  hats  and  caps;  nor  does  it  aver 
any  demand  or  request  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  or  any 
other  person,  for  the  delivery  of  the  said  hats  and  caps;  the  said  plea  in 
fact,  if  it  does  legally  state  any  failure  of  consideration,  clearly  omitting 
to  shew  that  the  same  would  be  a defence  to  this  action. 

Beecher  for  plaintiff. 

G.  Duggan,  Jun.,  for  defendant. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  plea  is  bad,  because,  for 
all  that  is  stated  in  it,  the  plaintiff  may  have  delivered  the  greater  part  of 
the  hats,  or  all  but  one  or  two,  in  which  case  the  consideration  would  not 
have  wholly  failed,  and  the  plea  would  not  be  a defence.  All  that  is  said 
is,  that  he  did  not  deliver  the  two  hundred  hats  and  caps,  &c.  It  is  also 
bad,  I think,  in  not  averring  a request,  in  order  to  hasten  the  performance, 
and  in  not  averring  that  the  defendant  was  ready  and  willing  to  accept. 
It  is  not  even  said  that  the  plaintiff  neglected  or  refused  to  deliver  them, 
which,  in  some  cases  has  been  held,  especially  after  verdict,  to  imply  a 
request,  because,  it  is  said,  there  could  be  no  refusal,  unless  there  was  a 
request(a).  But  all  that  is  pleaded  here  is,  that  the  hats  and  caps  re- 
mained undelivered,  which  might  have  been  without  any  default  on  the 
plaintiff’s  part,  as  the  defendant  might  not  have  been  ready  or  willing  to 
accept  them. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  demurrer. 


< Vankeuken  V.  Griffis. 

Where  in  case  for  slander,  the  words  laid  in  the  declaration  were,  “He  (meaning 
the  plaintiff)  burnt  my  barn;”  “meaning  thereby  that  the  plaintiff  had  /e/o- 
niously  burnt  the  barn  otthe  defendant;”  and  the  words  proved  were — “There 
is  the  man  that  burnt  my  barn,  if  he  was  not  guilty  of  it,  he  would  not  carry 
pistols.”  It  was  held  that  the  words  proved  did  not  support  the  declaration 
and  the  court  directed  a non-suit  to  be  entered. 

This  was  an  action  of  slander.  The  declaration  contained  three  counts. 
Plea,  general  issue.  The  injury  charged  in  the  third  count  is,  that  in 
a discourse  which  the  defendant  had  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  and 
of  and  concerning  a certain  barn  of  the  defendant’s  which  had  been  burnt, 
the  defendant,  in  the  presence  and  in  the  hearing  of  divers  persons,  falsely 
and  maliciously  said — “He  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  burnt  my  barn,” 
(meaning  that  the  plaintiff  had  burnt  the  defendant’s  barn  feloniously,  and 
had  been  guilty  of  the  crime  of  arson).  The  words  proved  were — 
“There’s  the  man  that  burnt  my  barn,  if  he  was  not  guilty  of  it,  he  would 
not  carry  pistols.”  Verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  first  two  counts, 
and  for  the  plaintiff  on  third  count  with  1 2/.  damages;  with  leave  to  the 
defendant  to  move  for  a non-suit  on  objections  taken  at  the  trial. 

R.  B.  Sullivan  moved  accordingly,  or  for  a new  trial  upon  the  evidence, 
or  upon  affidavits  filed,  or  why  judgment  should  not  be  arrested,  and  con- 
tended that  the  words  laid  being  in  the  third  person,  and  spoken  of  a 
person  absent,  and  those  proved  being  of  a person  present,  the  variance 


(a)  2 Howl.  & Ey.  55;  1 Taunt.  572;  3 B.  & P.  438. 
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was  material,  and  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  In  Walters  v.  Mace  (a), 
the  words  were  “It  is  my  umbrella,  he  stole  it  from  my  back  door;”  the 
words  proved  were,  “This  is  my  umbrella;”  and  the  variance  was  held 
to  be  fatal;  and  many  other  cases  might  be  cited,  in  which,  in  actions  of 
this  description,  it  has  been  held  that  the  plaintiff  must  be  held  in  evi- 
dence to  prove  most  strictly  the  words  as  laid.  Day  v.  Eobinson  (&),  is 
also  in  point. 

J.  Hilly ard  Cameron  shewed  cause.  In  Walters  v.  Mace,  the  words 
were  spoken  of  something  that  was  not  present,  and  that  constituted  the 
variance;  one  of  the  judges  observing,  that  if  the  umbrella  had  been 
present  at  the  time  the  words  were  spoken,  it  would  have  made  a difference. 
Here  the  words  were  spoken  of  a person  who  was  present,  and  that 
presence  constitutes  the  difference  between  the  two  cases.  The  additional 
words  proved  do  not  vary  the  charge  contained  in  the  count,  and  there- 
fore can notf vitiate  it ; if  they  did  vary  it,  there  can  be  no  doubt  on  the 
authorities  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  The  words  spoken 
clearly  import  a charge  of  felony,  and  the  additional  ones  about  carrying 
pistols  do  not  take  away  from  that  charge,|but  merely  shew  a reason, 
independent  of  the  party’s  belief,  why  the  charge  should  be  considered 
as  true. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  affidavits  tend  to  shew  that  the  evidence  given 
on  the  trial  by  one  Eobert  McMullen,  on  whose  testimony  alone  the 
verdict  on  the  third  count  could  have  proceeded,  could  not  have  been 
true.  If  the  verdict  was  clearly  sustainable  against  the  legal  exceptions, 
we  should  find  it  difficult  to  set  it  aside  on  these  affidavits.  In  regard 
to  the  legalfexceptions,  the  first  point  to  be  considered  is  whether  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  have  been  nonsuited  for  want  of  sufiiciently  proving  the 
words.  The  case  of  Walters  v.  Mace  (c),  relied  upon  at  the  trial  does 
not,  in  my  judgment,  apply.  There  the  words  laid  were,  “This  is  my 
“umbrella,  and  he  stole  it  from  my  back  door;”  the  words  proved  were 
“it  is  my  umbrella,  and  he  took  it  from  my  back  door.”  It  was  proved 
at  the  trial  of  that  cause,  that  the  umbrella  was  in  another  house,  and 
not  present  with  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  conversation.  If  it  had 
been  shewn  that  the  umbrella  was  present,  the  Chief  Justice  said,  “I 
“should  have  thought  that  the  nonsuit  was  wrong.”  As  the  fact  was, 
the  court  considered  the  variance  fatal,  because  the  words  laid  imported 
the  conversation  to  have  been  concerning  a thing  that  was  present,  and 
the  words  in  proof  imported  the  conversation  to  have  been  concerning  a 
thing  absent.  The  case  is  a strong  one  to  shew  the  strictness  with  which 
the  courts  hold  the  plaintiff  to  the  proof  of  the  words  charged  ; but  it 
seems  to  me,  that  this  case  does  not  come  within  the  reason  of  that 
decision,  for  here  it  was  proved  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  view  and  present 
when  the  defendant  said  of  him  “there’s  the  man  that  burnt  my  barn;” 
and  it  is  the  same  thing  as  if  the  defendant,  pointing  to  him,  or  looking 
at  him,  said,  “he’s  the  man  that  burnt  my  barn;”  or,  in  other  words,  “he” 
(that  is,  “the  man  who  is  there”),  “burnt  my  barn.”  It  cannot  be  said 
in  this  case,  that  “he  burnt  my  barn’^  imported  that  the  defendant  spoke 
of  a person  who  was  absent ; and  the  evidence  proved  that  he  was  not  so 
speaking ; so  that  the  reasons  given  for  the  judgment  in  Walters  v.  Mace, 
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are  not  applicable,  and  it  is  reduced  to  the  question  whether  there  is  any 
material  variance  when  a party  is  understood  to  be  speaking  of  a person 
present,  between  saying  “ he  burnt  my  barn,” — meaning  a person  referred 
to  as  being  present ; or,  “ there’s  the  man  that  burnt  my  barn.”  I think 
there  is  no  material  difference ; and  though  some  of  the  cases  would 
almost  seem  to  determine  that  the  exact  words  must  be  proved,  though 
not  all  of  them,  and  that  equivalent  words  will  not  do,  yet  the  current  of 
authority  does  not  sustain  that  opinion.  I do  not,  therefore,  feel  myself 
clear  in  giving  way  to  this  objection,  though  I have  doubt  upon  it,  for 
the  distinction  between  this  case  and  Walters  v.  Mace,  may  seem  not  an 
obvious  one  ; and  one  of  my  learned  brothers  takes  a view  of  this  point 
unfavourable  to  the  plaintiff.  Another  question  of  variance  arises  on  the 
omission  in  the  declaration  of  the  words  “ if  he  was  not  guilty  of  it,  he 
would  not  carry  pistols,”  This,  it  is  said,  is  a material  qualification,  be- 
cause it  shews  that  the  defendant  did  but  profess  a suspicion  of  the 
plaintiff’s  guilt  from  observing  that  he  carried  pistols,  assigning  that 
and  no  other  as  his  reason.  If  that  could  be  reasonably  said,  then  those 
words  should  have  been  stated,  and  their  omission  would  be  fatal  on  the 
ground  of  variance.  When  a man,  whose  barn  has  been  lately  burnt, 
having  no  preconceived  opinion  as  to  who  was  the  offender,  suddenly  sees 
a person  in  the  vicinity  carrying  pistols  in  an  unusual  manner,  he  might 
ki,  naturally  enough  say,  “ there’s  the  man  that  burnt  my  barn,  if  he  did  not 
I'  he  would  not  carry  pistols and  supposing  the  man  to  be  a stranger  to 
; him,  he  might  use  the  words  in  such  a manner  as  plainly  to  convey  to 
/ the  by-standers  nothing  more  than  that  the  unusual  appearance  of  the 
' person  with  pistols  had  suggested  the  suspicion.  In  such  a case,  the 
expression  would  not  be  a malicious  slander.  But,  if  the  defendant  had 
ventured  before,  in  the  presence  of  the  same,  or  of  other  persons,  to  declare 
that  the  plaintiff  was  the  guilty  person  ; and,  on  seeing  him  with  pistols, 
had  expressed  himself  in  the  manner  he  is  here  proved  to  have  done,  it 
would  not  by  any  means  follow  that  he  would  be  understood  by  the  by- 
standers to  limit  his  charge  only  to  a suspicion  arising  wholly  from  the 
circumstance  of  seeing  the  plaintiff  armed;  they  might  well  consider  that 
he  referred  to  that  circumstance  merely  as  an  additional  proof  of  the 
plaintiff’s  guilt.  In  the  former  case  the  words  would  not  be  maliciously 
spoken,  and  would  not  be  actionable  ; in  the  latter  case,  they,  of  course, 
would  be ; but  as  the  additional  words  might  or  might  not  affect  the 
character  of  the  imputation,  according  to  the  attendant  circumstances,  I 
' think  we  cannot  say,  as  judges,  that  they  were  certainly  not  a qualification 
'of  them,  and  were,  therefore,  not  necessary  to  be  charged  as  part  of  the 
words  spoken ; and  it  is  my  opinion  that  they  ought  to  have  been  set  out 
on  the  record,  in  order  that  the  jury  might,  on  a view  of  the  circumstances, 

" have  determined  whether  the  words,  as  they  really  were  spohen,  and  not  a 
part  of  them  only,  constituted  a malicious  slander  or  not ; and,  besides, 
if  the  words  had  been  set  out  in  full,  the  defendant,  instead  of  a simple 
denial  of  speaking  them,  might  in  evidence,  if  not  in  pleading,  have  shaped 
his  defence  differently.  As  it  is  my  opinion  that  a non-suit  should  be 
entered,  I forbear  considering  the  motion  to  arrest  the  judgment. 

Macaulay,  J. — The  case  is  restricted  to  the  third  count,  and  resem- 
les  the  case  of  Walters  v.  Mace,  which  has  been  cited  in  the  argument. 
There  the  words  laid  were,  “ this  is  my  umbrella,  &c.;”  and  those  proved 
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were,  “ it  is  my  umbrella,  ” — words  which  were  spoken  of  the  umbrella 
when  absent,  and  not  present.  Here  it  is  the  reverse.  The  words  laid 
are,  “ he  burnt  my  barn  ; importing  that  the  plaintiff  was  absent.  The 
words  proved  “there’s  the  man  that  burnt  my  barn,”  import  his  presence. 
They  are  equivalent  to  saying,  there  is  the  man"' — not  he  is  the  man — 
“ that  burnt  my  barn.”  The  one  implies  presence,  the  other  absence ; 
the  one  is  direct,  the  other,  indirect.  The  third  count  would  also  be  bad 
in  arrest  of  judgment.  There  is  no  inducement  that  a barn  of  the  defen- 
dant had  been  feloniously  burnt,  or  was  suspected  to  have  been  so  burnt, 
or  was  burnt  at  all ; and  although  a colloquium  is  laid  of  and  concerning 
the  plaintiff,  and  a barn  of  the  defendant  that  had  been  burned,  it  is  not 
expressly  alleged  ; and  the  words  are  only  laid  as  spoken  of  and  concern- 
ing the  plaintiff,  nob  of  and  concerning  the  said  barn,  or  the  burning 
thereof. 

Jones,  J. — In  slander,  the  words  proved  must  correspond  with  those 
charged  in  the  declaration,  and  where  there  is  any  qualification  attached 
to  them,  they  must  be  set  out  with  such  qualification  if  it  can  have  the 
effect  of  rebutting  the  charge  of  malice.  Here  the, words  “ if  he  were  not 
guilty,  he  would  not  carry  pistols,”  might  have  been  used  as  shewing  the 
grounds  of  the  defendant’s  suspicion  ; and  if,  in  the  opinion  of  a jury  the 
defendant  only  intended  to  have  it  understood,  that  he  believed  the  plain- 
tiff guilty,  from  the  fact  of  his  carrying  pistols,and  that  was  a circumstance 
which  would  warrant  the  suspicion,  malice  could  not  be  inferred.  Upon 
this  ground,  I think  the  defendant  entitled  to  a non-suit. 

“ There  is  the  man,”  and  “he  is  the  man”  “that  burnt  my  barn,”  I think 
in  effect  the  same : the  words  may  apply  to  an  individual  either  present 
or  absent ; and  they  are  both  used  in  the  third  person. 

The  omission  of  the  allegation  that  the  defendant’s  barn  had  been 
feloniously  burnt,  I think,  is  not  fatal  in  arrest  of  judgment,  although  it 
would  be  bad  on  special  demurrer. 

IMcLean,  J.,  concurred  with  the  Chief  Justice. 

Rule  absolute  for  non-suit. 


Grant  v.  Eyre  et.  al. 

Where  in  assumpsit  against  the  maker  and  endorsers  of  a promissory  note,  under 
the  Provincial  Statute,  3 Vic.  ch.  8,  the  plaintiff  averred  that  the  payee  duly 
endorsed  the  note  to  the  plaintiff;  but  there  was  no  allegation  of  time  to  the 
endorsement,  nor  was  the  word  “afterwards,”  used  as  given  in  the  form  in  the 
statute.  The  declaration  was  held  insufficient. 

The  plaintiff  declares  in  assumpsit : for  that  whereas  the  said  Thomas 
Eyre,  on  the  12th  day  of  February,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1845,  at 
Toronto,  in  the  Home  District  aforesaid,  made  his  promissory  note  in 
writing,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  ninety  days  after  the  date  there- 
of to  John  Eastwood  and  John  Eastwood  the  younger,  by  the  name 
and  description  of  Messrs.  Eastwood  & Co.,  or  order,  at  the  office  of  the 
Branch  of  the  Bank  of  Montreal  at  Toronto,  the  sum  of  twenty-five 
pounds  15ef.,  currency,  value  received,  meaning  the  sum  of  twenty-five 
pounds,  fifteen  shillings  of  lawful  money  of  Canada,  for  value  received  ; 
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and  the  said  John  Eastwood  and  John  Eastwood  the  younger,  by  the 
name  and  description  of  Eastwood  & Co.,  duly  endorsed  the  same,  and 
delivered  the  said  note  so  endorsed  to  the  said  plaintiff,  by  reason  whereof 
^ the  said  Thomas  Eyre,  John  Eastwood  and  John  Eastwood  the  younger, 

; , became  jointly  and  severally  liable  to  pay  to  the  said  plaintifl  the  said 
^sum  of  money  in  the  said  note  specified,  and  being  so  liable,  afterwards 
jointly  and  severally  promised  the  said  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  same. 
.The  defendant,  Thomas  Eyre,  demurs  specially,  because  it  is  not  averred 
|»that  the  said  note  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  was  ever  presented 
Rat  the  said  Bank  of  Montreal,  or  that  any  notice  that  the  non-payment 
IP thereof  was  given  to  the  defendants,  John  Eastwood  and  John  Eastwood 
I the  younger:  and  for  that  it  does  not  appear  by  said  count,  on  what 
I day,  or  at  what  time  the  said  Eastwood  & Co.  endorsed  the  said  note  to 
I the  plaintiff,  nor  does  the  mode  of  stating  the  endorsement  follow  the  form 
prescribed  by  the  statute  in  that  behalf ; and  for  that  it  is  not  alleged 
I in  the  said  first  count,  that  the  time  for  paying  the  said  note  had  elapsed, 
or  that  the  note  had  become  due  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit. 

1 The  said  plaintiff  says  that  the  said  first  count  of  the  said  declaration  is 
sufficient  in  law. 

' . n.  Eccles  for  demurrer. 

^ Grant  and  A.  Wilson,  contra. 

I Eobinson,  C.  J. — As  to  the  first  objection—  since  our  statute  7 Will. 
- IV.  ch.  5,  a note  need  not  be  presented  at  the  place  where  it  is  made 
payable,  nor,  to  charge  the  maker,  need  it  be  presented  to  him  at  all. 
The  second  objection  is  not  one  for  this  defendant  to  urge  : it  is  no  defence 
I#  for  him  as  maker,  that  notice  was  not  given  to  the  endorsers  ; although 
founder  the  statute,  the  several  parties  may  be  sued  in  a joint  action,  yet 
each  must  succeed  or  fail  upon  any  issue  of  law  or  fact  applying  to  his 
own  case,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  were  separately  sued.  As  to  the 
[ third  objection,  the  declaration  should  have  stated  either  a time  when 
the  endorsement  was  made,  or  should  have  said  “ afterwards,”  which  the 
1 1, statute,  3rd  Vic,  ch.  8,  would  have  made  sufficient.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  a note  may  be  well  endorsed  before  it  is  signed  by  the  maker  (a),  sO’ 
[,!  that  it  is  not  strictly  necessary  that  the  endorsement  should,  in  point  of 
fact,  be  made  after  the  note  is  signed  by  the  maker  ; though,  in  point  of 
^ form,  it  is  treated  as  having  been  so  done  ; for  not  being  a note  until  it 
i has  been  signed  by  the  maker,  it  would  be  inconsistent  to  speak  of  it  as 
such.  As  to  the  statute,  3rd  Vic.  ch.  8,  the  effect  of  it,  I think,  is  to 
make  the  statement,  that  the  defendant  afterwards  ” endorsed  the  note, 
sufficient.  It  relieves  the  plaintiff  from  the  necessity  of  averring  the 
endorsement  to  have  been  made  on  some  certain  day  but  it  does  not 
make  it  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should  use  the  word  “ afterwards,”  in 
his  declaration,  if  he  sets  out  such  a case  as  shews  conclusively  that  the 

I endorsement  was,  in  point  of  fact,  subsequent.  The  statute  only  admits 
of  this  general  mode  of  stating  the  time  of  endorsement  it  does  not  re- 
quire it.  But  here,  the  plaintiff  has  neither  availed  himself  of  the  form 
sanctioned  by  that  statute,  nor  has  he  stated  the  endorsement  to  have 
been  made  on  any  certain  day,  as  the  general  rules  of  pleading  require 


(a)  Chitty  on  Bills,  29,  15b,  213. 
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in  regard  to  every  traversable  fact ; nor  has  he  adopted  the  form  given  in 
the  new  rules  of  court,  by  stating  that  the  defendant  then  ” endorsed 
the  same,  namely  on  the  day  on  which  the  note  was  made.  I have  been 
inclined,  myself,  to  hold  that  the  statute  3rd  Vic.  ch.  8,  having  relieved 
the  plaintiff  from  the  necessity  of  laying  the  endorsement  on  any  certain 
day,  and  it  being  in  fact  immaterial  whether  the  endorsement  was  made 
before  or  after  the  note  was  signed,  we  might  accept  this  mode  of  de- 
claring as  sufficient,  for  the  statute  does  not  prescribe  the  form  which  it 
contains  as  one  that  must  be,  but  as  one  that  may  be  followed.  But  my 
learned  brothers  consider  that  the  defendant  is  only  relieved  from  the 
necessity  of  naming  a certain  day,  where  he  follows  the  form  authorised 
by  the  statute,  or  that  given  in  the  rules  of  court ; and  for  the  sake  of 
certainty  it  will  be  better,  I think,  so  to  hold.  Upon  this  third  objec- 
tion, therefore,  we  give  judgment  in  favour  of  the  defendant.  The  fact 
of  the  endorsement  being  necessary  to  transfer  the  right  of  action,  the 
objection  of  course  is  one  which  the  maker  of  the  note  may  take  as  well 
as  the  endorser.  The  fourth  objection  is  not,  in  our  opinion,  tenable  ; 
for  we  consider  that  it  does  appear  on  the  face  of  this  declaration,  that 
the  note  had  become  due  before  the  action  was  brought.  The  time  when 
the  note  was  made  is  averred  with  certainty,  not  under  a videlicet,  to 
have  been  on  the  12th  February,  1845,  and  being  payable  in  90  days, 
we  see  that  it  must  have  been  due  before  August,  which  is  the  earliest 
date  in  the  record. 

Macaulay,  J. — In  my  opinion  the  declaration  is  insufficient  for  want 
either  of  an  express  averment  of  time,  or  of  the  word  “ afterwards,”  given 
in  the  form  of  declaration  in  the  statute.  In  our  forms,  the  time  of 
making  the  note  is  expressly  alleged,  and  the  time  of  the  endorsements 
on  it  indicated  by  a reference  thereto,  by  the  use  of  the  word  then.” 
Here  duly  is  substituted  for  then,  and  there  is  neither  an  allegation  of 
time,  nor  a compliance  with  the  forms  given  in  the  rules  or  statute. 

Jones  J. — The  first  and  second  causes  of  demurrer  are  applicable  only 
to  the  endorsers  of  the  note,  and  not  to  the  maker.  The  third  cause  is 
a good  objection  to  the  declaration.  It  was  necessary  that  the  endorse- 
ment should  have  been  stated  with  the  time  ; or,  at  all  events,  the  word 

afterwards,”  should  have  been  used  according  to  the  form  of  declaration 
prescribed  in  the  statute.  The  fourth  objection  cannot,  in  my  opinion, 
be  sustained.  The  date  of  the  declaration,  together  with  the  date  of  the 
note,  and  the  time  at  which  it  was  made  payable,  as  alleged  in  the  decla- 
ration, shew  that  the  time  of  payment  had  elapsed  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  and  in  this  respect  it  is  according  to  the  form  given  in 
the  statute. 

McLean,  J. — This  action  is  brought  under  the  statutes  5 Will.  lY. 
ch.  1,  and  3 Yic.  ch.  8,  against  the  maker  and  endorsers  of  a promissory 
note,  and  is  maintainable  against  them  jointly  and  severally.  The  plain- 
tiff may  recover  against  the  maker,  though  he  may  fail  against  the  en- 
dorsers, or  one  of  them.  To  entitle  him  to  recover  against  the  maker, 
he  must  state  all  that  would  be  necessary  to  maintain  his  action  against 
him  alone,  as  fully  as  if  the  endorsers  were  not  concerned  in  the  suit. 
The  making  and  terms  of  the  note — the  subsequent  endorsement  by  the 
payees  and  delivery  to  the  plaintiff — the  expiration  of  the  period  of  pay- 
ment and  presentment,  when  necessary,  and  the  non-payment,  must  all  be 
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distinctly  stated  in  the  declaration.  Each  defendant  is  entitled  to  plead 
separately,  and  to  urge  any  defence  which  can  shew  that  the  plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  prevail  against  him  ; but  no  defendant  can  be  at  liberty  ta 
file  a plea,  or  to  take  any  objection  which  is  not  strictly  a defence  in  his 
own  particular  case — though  it  might  go  to  the  discharge  of  a co-defen- 
dant. Thus  the  maker  cannot  be  allowed  to  plead  that  no  notice  was 
given  to  the  endorser,  that  being  matter  of  defence  which  can  only  be 
urged  by  an  endorser, — but  he  may  dispute  the  endorsement  or  the  pre- 
sentment when  such  is  necessary,  because  these  are  matters  which  go 
to  the  plaintiff’s  right  of  action  against  himself  individually.  In  this  case, 
the  maker  of  the  note  has  demurred  to  plaintiff’s  declaration  and  assigned 
special  causes : — 1st.  That  presentment  at  the  Branch  of  the  Bank  of 
Montreal  of  the  note  is  not  averred.  This  was  not  necessary  — the  note, 
according  to  the  terms  of  it  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  not  being  made 
payable  there  and  not  elsewhere,  and  being  therefore  payable  generally, 
2nd.  That  no  notice  of  non-payment  is  stated  to  have  been  given  to  the 
endorsers.  It  does  not  rest  with  the  maker  to  raise  this  objection.  So 
far  as  he  is  concerned,  it  is  a matter  which  is  wholly  immaterial,  and 
cannot  affect  the  plaintiff’s  right  to  recover  against  him.  3rd.  That 
it  does  not  appear  when  the  defendants  Eastwood  endorsed  the  note  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  mode  of  stating  the  endorsement  does  not 
follow  the  form  prescribed  by  the  statute,  3 Yic.  ch.  8.  The  word 
“ afterwards,”  which  is  contained  in  the  form  in  the  statute,  is  omitted  in 
the  declaration  in  this  case ; and  plaintiff  alleges  merely,  after  stating  the 
making  and  terms  of  the  note,  that  the  payees  duly  endorsed  the  same, 
and  delivered,  &c.  The  time  of  the  endorsement  is  not  material,  and  as 
the  plaintiff  alleges  the  making  of  a note  on  a particular  day,  and  that  the 
payees  duly  endorsed  the  same,  that  is,  the  note,  that  is  sufficient ; and  the 
omission  of  the  word  “ afterwards,”  is  not  such  as  entitles  this  objection  te 
any  weight.  4th  obj ection. — That  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  time  for  paying 
the  note  had  elapsed,  or  that  the  note  had  become  due  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit.  The  declaration  bears  date  on  the  6th  day  of 
August,  1845,  and  the  note,  according  to  the  terms  of  it  as  stated  in  the 
declaration,  would  be  due  in  May  preceding;  so  that,  judging  from  what 
appears  on  the  record,  the  suit  would  seem  to  have  been  commenced  after 
the  note  became  due.  But  as  the  issuing  of  the  writ  is  now  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  when  the  writ 
issued,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  declaration  ought  to  have  contained  an 
averment  that  the  period  for  payment  had  elapsed  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit.  If  the  defendants  wished  to  plead  and  to  shew  that  in 
fact  the  note  had  not  become  due  at  the  time  the  writ  was  issued,  I do 
not  see  how  they  could  plead  that  fact  in  answer  to  this  declaration, 
which  contams  no  averment  on  the  subject.  The  plea  should  in  all  cases 
be  an  answer  to  something  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  if  not  so,  it 
would  be  demurrable.  If  the  defendants  here  had  filed  a plea  that  the 
note  was  not  due  when  the  ca.  re.  issued,  which  ought  to  be  a good  an- 
swer to  the  suit,  it  could  not  be  regarded  as  an  answer  to  any  part  of  the 
• declaration,and  would  be  bad  on  that  account  on  demurrer ; and  as  they 
are  entitled  to  avail  themselves  of  that  defence,  if  it  exists,  and  they  could 
not  do  so  to  this  declaration,  the  only  mode  by  which  they  can  meet  the 
plaintiff  is  by  this  demurrer  to  his  declaration,  which  will  compel  him  to 
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set  out  in  an  amended  declaration,  a fact  important  to  enable  him  to 
recover,  and  to  enable  defendant  to  traverse  if  the  defence  requires  it.  I 
think  the  last  ground  of  demurrer  good. 

Judgment  for  defendant(a). 


Mitchell  v.  Defries, 

Where  in  trespass  for  assault  and  battery,  wounding  and  kicking,  and  tearing 
the  plaintiffs  clothes,  the  defendant  justified  as  for  the  moderate  correction  of 
the  plaintiff  as  his  servant,  the  plea  was  held  bad  on  demurrer,  as  it  afforded 
no  answer  to  the  wounding,  and  tearing  the  clothes  of  the  plaintiff. 

Trespass  for  assault,  batter}’’,  kicking  and  wounding  the  plaintiff,  and 
tearing,  spoiling  and  damaging  his  clothes.  Plea,  that  before,  and  at  the 
said  time  when,  &c.,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  the 
servant  of  the  defendant,  and  then  behaved  and  conducted  himself  lazily 
and  negligently  in  and  about  his  duty, and  as  such  servant  of  the  defendant ; 
and  also  behaved  saucily  and  contumaciously  towards  the  defendant,  as 
his  the  defendant’s  servant,  and  in  and  about  the  plaintiff’s  business,  and 
duty  of  servant  as  aforesaid  : whereupon  the  defendant  then  moderately 
corrected  the  plaintiff  for  his  lazy  and  negligent  conduct,  and  his  saucy 
and  contumelious  behaviour,  which  are  the  trespasses  in  the  declaration 
mentioned  ; and  this  the  defendant  is  ready  to  verify,  &c.  And  the 
plaintiff  saith  that  the  third  plea  of  the  defendant  is  not  sufficient  in  law, 
and  he  shows  the  following  causes  of  demurrer  thereto,  that  is  to  say  : 
That  although  the  said  plea  in  the  introductory  part  professes  to  answer 
all  the  trespasses  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  yet  it  does  not  answer,  or 
justify,  or  shew  a sufficient  cause  for  the  bruising,  kicking  and  wounding 
of  the  plaintiff  , or  the  renting,  tearing  and  damaging  his  clothes  and  wear- 
ing apparel,  as  in  the  declaration  alleged ; and  also,  that  the  facts  stated 
in  said  plea  are  not  sufficient  in  law  to  warrant  the  defendant  in  using  any 
orce  in  the  correction  of  the  plaintiff  as  the  servant  of  the  defendant,  nor 
is  it  stated  or  shewn  by  the  said  plea  how  or  by  what  means  the  defen- 
dant so  corrected  the  plaintiff.  And  the  defendant  says  that  the  said 
plea  is  sufficient  in  law. 

H,  Eccles  for  plaintiff. 

A.  Wilson  for  defendant. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — Independently  of  the  substantial  question  of  the 
right  of  a master  to  beat  and  assault  his  servant  by  way  of  moderate 


(a)  The  form  of  declaration  given  in  the  statute  3 Vic.  ch.  8 and  the  New 
Rules,  (see  Cameron’s  Rules,  page  50) . is  as  follows  : 

For  that  whereas  the  said (the  maker  of  the  note),  on  the day  of 

, at , made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  and  thereby  promised  (set- 
ting forth  the  note  in  the  usual  manner),  and  the  said , (the  first,  second, 

or  other  endorsees),  aftewards  duly  endorsed  the  same,  and  the  said , (the 

last  endorsee),  delivered  the  said  note  so  endorsed  to  the  said  plaintiff  (aver 
presentment,  notice,  &c.,  when  by  law  necessary  in  the  particular  case),  by 
reason  whereof  the  said  (all  the  defendants),  became  jointly  and  severally 
liable  to  pay  to  the  said  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  money  in  the  said  note  spe- 
cified, and  being  so  liable,  afterwards  jointly  and  severally  promised  the  said 
plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  same. 
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correction,  this  plea  is  certainly  had,  as  offering  no  defence  for  the  wound- 
ing, kicking,  and  tearing  the  plaintiff’s  clothes,  none  of  which  injuries  are 
within  the  scope  of  moderate  correction(a). 

Macaualy,  J.,  and  Jones.,  J.,  concurred. 

McLean,  J. — 4s  to  the  first  ground  of  demurrer,  admitting  that  a 
master  had  a right  to  correct  his  servant  for  neglect  or  impudence,  there 
is  no  attempt  to  justify  the  wounding,  or  tearing  the  clothes  and  wearing 
apparel ; and  these  are  material  parts  of  the  alleged  trespass  not  answered, 
and  which  cannot  be  justified  as  any  necessary  part  of  the  moderate  cor- 
rection of  a servant.  The  plea  is  therefore  bad  on  special  demurrer  on 
that  account.  But  it  is  also  bad  on  general  demurrer  on  the  second 
ground  ; a master  not  having  by  law  a right  to  use  force  in  the  correction 
of  any  servant  hut  an  apprentice. — 1st  Blac.  428.  It  is  laid  down  that 
a master  may,  by  law,  correct  his  apprentice  for  negligence  or  misbeha- 
viour, so  that  it  be  done  with  moderation(&),  though  if  the  master  or  his 
wife  heats  any  other  servant  of  full  age,  it  is  good  cause  of  departure  ; 
and  in  the  4th  vol.  of  Burn’s  Justice,  p.  151,  it  is  stated  that  the  beating 
a servant  of  full  age  may  be  a good  cause  of  discharge  on  complaint,  from 
which,  and  from  other  more  modern  authorities  on  the  same  head,  it  must 
be  inferred  that  the  moderate  correction  of  a servant  who  is  an  infant, 
may  be  justified  ; but  that  the  beating  of  a servant  of  full  age  cannot  be 
justified,  and  will  form  a sufficient  cause  or  excuse  for  departure,  or  for 
discharge  from  service  by  a magistrate  on  complaint.  It  seems  but  rea- 
I sonable  that  this  distinction  should  prevail,  and  that  there  should  be  a 
i difference  between  the  cases  of  persons  who  being  of  full  age  are  respon- 
sible for  their  own  conduct,  and  the  cases  of  infants  who  may  be  placed 
at  service  by  their  parents  or  guardians.  In  the  latter  case  it  would  seem 
absurd  to  suppose  that  that  species  of  correction  which  a father  would 
extend  to  his  child,  should  form  a sufficient  ground  for  an  infant  to  leave 
his  masters’s  service  of  his  own  accord ; while  in  the  case  of  persons  of  full 
age,  the  servant,  if  beaten,  is  entitled  to  act  and  judge  for  himself,  unre- 
strained by  any  controlling  authority.  In  the  plea  in  this  case,  it  is  not 
alleged  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  his  service,  was  an  infant ; and 
the  contrary  must  be  presumed,  as  he  brings  an  action  in  his  own  name, 
which  an  infant  could  not  do  except  through  his  next  friend.  The  beat- 
ing charged  would  certainly  be  a sufficient  and  legal  excuse  for  leaving 
the  service  of  the  plaintiff ; and  this  could  not  be  the  case  if  such  beat- 
ing could  be  justified  as  moderate  correction  for  impudent  or  negligent 
conduct.  On  both  these  grounds,  therefore,  I think  the  defendant’s  plea 
bad,  and  that  judgment  must  be  for  the  demurrer. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 


(a)  Bac.  Abridgt.  Master  and  Servant,  {n). 

(b)  Bro.  Abr.  Tit.  Labourers,  51  ; Trespass,  349. 


432 


SITTINGS  AFTER  MICHAELMAS  TERM,  9 VIC. 


James  Boulton,  one,  &c.,  v.  Defries. 

Where  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  the  plaintiff  proved  his  case  by 
evidence  of  admissions  of  the  defendant,  who,  on  his  defence,  put  in  a lease  ; 
under  seal  from  the  plaintiff,  which  he  contended  was  for  the  same  premises  ; 
but  there  was  no  distinct  evidence  of  identity,  and  the  jury  found  for  the 
plaintiff ; the  court  afterwards,  on  affidavits  shewing  that  these  were  the 
only  premises  demised  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  made  a rule  absolute 
for  a new  trial  without  costs,  unless  the  plaintiff  would  elect  to  enter  his  judg- 
ment for  the  amount  of  his  verdict  only. 

This  was  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  taken  down  for  trial  by 
proviso,  and  tried  before  the  Honourable  Mr,  Justice  Macaulay,  at  the 
last  assizes  for  the  Home  District.  The  pleas  were  non-assumpsit,  set- 
off and  payment.  The  only  witness  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
was  Mr.  Eccles,  who  stated  that  the  defendant  called  upon  him  as  plain- 
tiff’s agent,  a little  more  than  a year  ago,  and  after  the  action  was 
brought;  that  defendant  produced  a set-off  of  2^.  11s.  The  witness  said 
he  had  been  instructed  to  charge  defendant  40^.  for  two  year’s  rent  of 
property,  called  “ The  Gardens,”  and  to  give  credit  for  certain  payments, 
in  all  amounting  to  29/.  9s  8Jc?.,  including  the  set-off.  This  was  the 
sum  agreed  upon  as  defendant’s  credit.  The  witness  claimed  40/.  rent. 
Defendant  said  no  agreement  as  to  the  amount  had  been  made,  but  that 
if  plaintiff  would  admit  the  set-off  of  2/.  11s.,  he  would  be  willing  to 
allow  40/.  for  two  years’  rent,  which  would  leave  due  the  plaintiff  10/. 
10s.  3Jc/.  The  plaintiff  afterwards  consented,  hut  the  defendant  pleaded 
to  the  action.  On  cross-examination,  Mr.  Eccles  said  the  defendant 
was  to  give  a cognovit,  if  his  set-off  was  admitted,  and  that  he  received 
credit  for  all  he  claimed.  The  plaintiff  told  witness  there  were  some 
other  land  transactions  between  him  and  defendant,  and  that  there  had  been 
writings,  but  these  transactions  were  closed,  and  that  there  were  no  wri- 
tings in  this  matter.  He  then  proved  the  plaintiff’s  signature  to  several 
exhibits,  numbering  from  1 to  4.  The  witness  said  he  knew  not  the 
premises,  but  they  were  somewhere  near  Toronto,  and  called  The  Gar- 
dens.” This  was  the  plaintiff’s  case.  For  the  defendant,  Mr.  Eccles 
had  proved — 1.  An  order  of  plaintiff  on  defendant  for  18/.,  in  favor  of 
Mr.  Bilton,  without  date.  2.  An  order  dated  2nd  August,  1843,  of 
plaintiff  on  defendant,  in  favour  of  Mr.  Harris,  for  71. 15«.  6«/.  3.  A paper 
stating  the  plaintiff  had  settled  with  defendant  lor  rent  of  the  land  he 
rented  of  plaintiff  up  to  1st  November,  1841,  and  had  taken  his  note  for 
the  balance,  say  25/.  lOs.,  in  which  settlement  was  included  the  order 
from  him  in  favour  of  Mrs.  Powell,  which  defendant  was  to  take  up,  being 
14/.  10«. ; no  date.  4.  Mr.  Spragge,  the  subscribing  witness,  was  called, 
and  proved  a sealed  indenture  of  lease  between  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
dated  1st  November,  1835  ; wherein  consideration  of  20/.,  a year’s  rent, 
plaintiff  demised  to  defendant  the  lands  adjoining  his  lot,  on  the  King- 
ston road,  which  he  bought  of  plaintiff,  which  lands  then  contained  17 
acres,  being  part  of  lot  No.  1,  west  side  of  the  centre  road,  new  survey, 
and  lately  occupied  by  one  Wilson,  to  hold  the  said  farm  and  lands  from 
the  1st  November  instant  for  ten  years,  unless  sooner  determined  by 
notice  in  writing  from  plaintiff  three  months  before  the  end  of  any  one 
year,  in  which  case  defendant  was  to  be  paid  for  the  fence  which  mar 
have  been  put  up  by  the  vaulation  of  two  persons,  one  to  be  chosen  by 
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each,  &c.  And  the  defendant  covenanted  to  put  the  premises  in  good 
fence,  and  keep  them  in  good  fence  so  long  as  he  occupied  them ; and 
|lhat  he  would  farm  and  cultivate  the  same  in  a farmer-like  manner,  and 
pay  the  20Z.  rent  yearly,  &o.  No  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  premises 
was  offered  beyond  the  internal  evidence  of  the  lease  itself,  and  the  other 
R' three  exhibits.  The  learned  judge  told  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant 
i on  the  general  issue,  if  satisfied  that  the  lease  under  seal  wasforthe  same 
|i  premises  in  respect  of  which  this  action  was  brought ; if  not,  for  the 
f plaintiff ; and  to  find  the  second  and  third  issues  for  the  plaintiff.  The 
If  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  10?.  lO*’.  damages,  a general  verdict  on  all  the 
issues.  In  his  charge  to  the  jury,  the  learned  judge  remarked  that 
neither  party  had  given  any  specific  evidence  of  identity,  so  as  to  enable 
them  to  see  whether  the  sealed  lease  was  for  the  same  premises  spoken 
^ of  by  Mr.  Eccles,  and  called  ^‘The  Gardens,”  and  that  the  internal 
I evidence  by  no  means  shewed  it,  but  left  it  to  them  on  all  that 
\ was  before  them.  A rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  was  obtained  last  term, 
[ by  G.  Duggan  Jr.,  for  the  defendant,  and  cause  shewn  by  M.  Eccles, 
Mor  the  plaintiff ; the  grounds  stated  in  the  rule  are,  that  the  verdict 
was  contrary  to  law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection,  and  on  affi- 
davit filed.  The  defendant’s  affidavit,  sworn  6th  November,  1845,  states 
I that  the  premises,  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  which  this  action  is 
t brought,  were  and  are  held  by  him  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  aforesaid 
indenture  of  lease ; that  the  land  and  premises  mentioned  therein,  are  the 
only  premises  he  occupies  or  ever  did  occupy  from  the  plaintiff,  and  are 
: the  only  premises  for  which  the  plaintiff  can  have  any  claim  for  use  and 
occupation  from  him  &c.  The  plaintiff  filed  no  affidavit. 

Macaulay,  J.  {a) — My  learned  brothers  think  I should,  on  the  evi- 
J dence,  have  advised  the  jury  to  presume  that  the  premises  spoken  of  by 
Mr.  Eccles,  and  those  in  the  lease  were  identical ; but  I confess  I am  not 
yet  persuaded  that  the  evidence  does  on  the  face  of  it  contain  internal  proof 
of  identity,  sufficient  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  that  presumption  as  of 
course.  The  identity  might  easily  have  been  proved,  but  nothing  specific 
^ was  shewn  on  either  side.  Had  I paid  more  attention  to  the  receipt, 
without  date,  of  rent  up  to  Nov.,  1841,  perhaps  I might  have  viewed  the 
evidence  more  favorably  for  the  defendant  on  the  question  of  identity  ; 
but  I did  not  advert  to  it  when  charging  the  jury,  and  as  it  is  now  undis- 
puted that  the  premises  are  one  and  the  same,  and  the  verdict  therefore 
wrong,  I have  no  objection  to  a new  trial.  The  sum  is  small,  and  the 
amount  of  the  verdict  is  due,  but  its  confirmation  would  entail  on  the 
defendant  a large  bill  of  costs;  and  as  the  court  and  jury  were  misled  by 
the  plaintiff’s  evidence,  supposing  that  he  knew  of  the  true  state  of  the 
case  when  the  trial  commenced,  and  that  is  not  denied,  I do  not  see  that 
we  can  on  satisfactory  grounds  refuse  relief  to  the  defendant.  With 
respect  to  terms,  I have  much  hesitation.  There  is  no  imputation  upon 
Mr.Eccles  in  this  matter  ; but  we  cannot,  I think,  now  intend  the  identity 
of  the  premises,  and  we  must  intend  that  the  plaintiff  knowingly  misled 
the  court  and  jury,  by  producing  Mr.  Eccles  as  a witness,  and  represent- 
ing that  the  demise  was  by  parol,  whereas  he  knew  that  it  was  under 
seal ; and  though  Mr.  Eccles  understood  both  parties  to  assert  that  there 


(a)  The  Chief  Justice  delivered  no  judgment. 
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was  no  written  lease  or  fixed  rent,  still  the  fact  was  otherwise;  and  we  do 
not  see  why  the  defendant  should  have  so  represented  it  unless  it  was  to 
make  assertions  to  his  own  prejudice,  for  they  were  seemingly  made  after 
declaration  delivered.  Then,  on  the  other  hand,  it  appears  that  the 
amount  of  the  verdict  is  justly  due  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  does 
not  express  surprise  at  Mr.  Eccles’  evidence,  nor  deny  the  conversation 
and  representations  that  he  stated  ; but  the  plaintiff  is  an  officer  of  the 
court,  and  not  only  so,  but  he  declares  as  having  privilege  as  an  attorney, 
and  therefore  although  his  recovery  should  show  an  amount  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Bequests,  and  quite  within  that  of  the  District 
Court,  if  that  court  has  jurisdiction  in  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation, 
still  a full  bill  of  Queen’s  Bench  costs  will  follow  this  verdict  if  confirmed, 
though  it  would  not  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  suitor.  This  considera- 
tion, in  connection  with  the  now  undisputed  right  of  the  defendant  to 
have  recovered  on  the  question  of  identity,  and  the  opinion  of  my  brother 
judges  that  I should  have  rather  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defen- 
dant instead  of  inclining  against  him,  induce  me  to  concur  in  a new  trial ; 
but  I do  not  see  that  I can  do  so  except  on  payment  of  costs,  for  I think 
that,  on  the  evidence,  formed  a question  forthejury,  which  the  defendant 
might,  I should  suppose,  have  made  clear  ; and  the  plaintiff  recovered  on 
.evidence  warranting  the  verdict  by  the  defendant’s  own  expressions, 
which  he  does  not  deny  having  made.  On  the  whole,  therefore,  I am 
myself  inclined  to  grant  a new  trial  pn  payment  of  costs,  but  my  brothers 
having  suggested  that  the  new  trial  should  be  without  costs,  unless  the 
plaintiff  accepts  the  10?.  10s.  without  costs,  and  relinquishes  any  right  of 
action  in  covenant  on  the  indenture  of  lease  for  the  two  years  not 
recovered  in  this  suit ; I concur  in  their  suggestion,  and  the  rule  will 
therefore  be  absolute  for  a new  trial  without  costs,  unless  the  plaintiff 
elects  to  enter  judgment  for  the  amount  of  his  verdict  only. 

Eule  accordingly. 


Small  v.  Strachan  et  al. 

Where  in  assumpsit,  the  defendant  pleaded  payment  of  money  into  court,  as  to 
part,  and  a set-off  as  to  the  residue  in  the  usual  form,  and  the  plaintiff  replied 
to  the  first  plea,  that  the  defendants  were  indebted  in  a greater  amount  than 
the  money  paid,  and  to  the  other  plea,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  indebted  in 
manner  and  form,  omitting  the  words  “ and  is,”  both  replications  were  held 
bad  on  general  demurrer. 

Assumpsit  on  the  account  stated.  Plea,  as  to  .£12  6s.  id.,  part  of  the 
cause  of  action,  payment  of  money  into  court,  and  no  damages  ultra  in 
respect  of  the  cause  of  action,  in  the  declaration ; and  as  to  £32  10s.,  set- 
off in  the  usmal  form,  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  loas  and  still  is  indebted  to  the  defendants,  &c.  Eeplication, 
as  to  the  payment  of  money  into  court,  that  “ the  defendants  are  indebt- 
ed  to  the  plaintiff  to  a greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of  £12  65.  id., 
in  respect  of  the  cause  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned and  as  to 
thp  set-off,  “ that  the  plaintiff  was  not  indebted  to  the  defendants  in  man- 
ner  and  form  as  in  their  second  plea  alleged,”  To  these  replications  the 
defendant  demurred  specially,  but  in  the  argument  relied  only  on  grounds 
4)f  general  demurrer,  which  were  to  the  first  replication,  that  it  was  in 
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debti  the  declaration  being  in  assumpsit^  and  also  that  it  should  have  stated 
that  the  defendants  were  and  are  indebted,  and  to  the  second  replication, 
that  the  plaintiff  should  have  negatived  the  words  of  the  plea,  and  aver- 
red that  he  is  not  indebted,  ivas  not  indebted  alone,  being  an  insufficient 
answer.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

J.  B,  Robinson  for  demurrer.  The  defendants  do  not  rely  on  the  spe- 
ciial  causes  of  demurrer,  but  rest  their  objections  to  the  plaintiff’s  replica- 
tion on  grounds  of  general  demurrer.  The  first  replication  is  bad,  be- 
cause it  assumes  to  answer  a plea  in  assumpsit,  by  a replication  in  debt, 
and  also  because  it  merely  alleges  that  the  defendants  are  indebted,  in- 
stead of  loere  and  are  indebted.  The  other  replication  is  also  bad  on  the 
authority  of  the  case  of  Dendy  v.  Powell,  (a)  in  the  Exchequer.  In  that 
case,  a similar  objection  was  made  to  a plea  of  set-off,  and  was  sustained 
by  the  court ; and  if  the  allegation  be  necessary  in  a plea,  it’  must  also  be 
required  in  the  replication.  The  plaintiff  says  only  that  he  was  not  in- 
debted to  the  defendants.  Ko  doubt  there  may  have  been  a time  when 
he  was  not  indebted,  but  to  meet  this  plea,  he  should  answer  tq,  the 
present  as  well  as  to  the  past,  and  not  having  done  so,  the  replication 
must  be  held  bad  on  general  demurrer. 

J.  E,  Small,  for  plaintiff.  The  first  replication  may  be  looked  upon  as  if 
it  were  pleaded  in  assumpsit ; it  is  a mere  matter  of  form  that  is  objected 
to,  and  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of  on  general  demurrer.  The  replica- 
tion to  the  plea  of  set-off  is  also  good.  The  defendants  say  that  the 
plaintiff  before  and  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  was,  and  still  is,  in- 
debted to  them  ; the  plaintiff  replies  that  he  was  not  indebted  in  manner 
and  form  as  the  defendants  have  pleaded  ; this  puts  in  issue  the  being  in- 
debted at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  if  he  were  not  indebted 
then,  his  becoming  subsequently  indebted  could  be  made  no  ground  of 
set-off,  as  the  defendants  must  allege  and  prove  that  he  had  the  right  of 
set-off,  when  the  action  was  commenced. 

Macauly,  J.  (b) — The  replication  to  the  plea  of  payment  of  money 
into  court  is  clearly  bad,  as  it  follows  the  form  in  debt,  given  in  the  new 
rules  instead  of  that  in  assumpsit. 

The  second  replication  is  also  insufficient,  it  has  been  decided  that 
a plea  of  set-off,  that  the  plaintiff  before  and  at  the  commencement  of 
the  suit  was  indebted,  without  saying  and  still  is, is  insufficient — Dendy  v. 
Powell,  (c),  because  a presently  existing  debt  must  be  shown,  as  well  as 
one  due  when  the  suit  was  brought,  for  although  due  then,  it  may  have 
been  paid  since.  So  the  replication  should  be  equally  comprehensive,  or 
the  issue  will  be  imperfect,  because  though  found  to  be  due  at  the  time 
the  action  was  brought,  it  may  have  been  paid  before  plea.  If  found  not 
due,  that  is,  if  found  in  favour  cf  the  plaintiff,  it  would  be  good  as  re- 
spected him,  but  if  found  in  the  defendant’s  favour,  it  would  be  bad  for 
the  same  reason  that  the  plea  would  be  bad,  if  it  omitted  to  allege  a sub- 
sisting debt  still  due  ; and  therefore  the  defendant  may  object  to  it  on 
demurrer.  The  cases  of  bonds  conditioned  to  pay  money  on  or  before 
a certain  day,  may  be  mentioned  as  illustrative  of  this  position.  There 


(a)  3 M,  & W,  442. 

(b)  The  Chief  Justice  delivered  no  judgment. 

(c)  3 M.  & W.  442. 
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the  breach  of  non  payment  on  the  day  is  good  if  found  for  the  defendant,, 
hut  not,  if  found  for  the  plaintiff,  as  the  debt  may  have  been  paid  hefore 
the  day. 

Jones,  J.  and  McLean,  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  defendant^ 


Joseph  Graham  v.  Catharine  Elliott,  Executrix  of  George  Elliott, 

deceased. 

In  assumpsit  against  an  executrix,  she  pleaded  that  the  testator  duly  made  his 
will  in  writing,  and  appointed  the  plaintiff  and  one  G.  S.  B.  his  executors, 
and  afterwards  died  without  altering  his  will.  The  plea  was  held  bad  on  spe- 
cial demurrer. 

A’ssumpsit  against  the  defendant  as  executrix  of  George  Elliott 
deceased,  upon  the  common  counts,  laying  promises  by  the  testator  and 
also  by  the  executrix. 

The  defendant  pleaded  in  her  second  plea,  that  the  testator  duly  made 
his  will  in  writing,  and  appointed  the  plaintiff  and  one  G.  S.  Boulton 
joint  executors,  and  afterwards  died  without  altering  the  said  will,  &c. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurs  specially,  because  the  plea  offers  an 
affirmative  traverse  against  an  affirmative  allegation,  which  is  not 
warranted  by  the  rules  of  good  pleading  ; and  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  tell 
whether  the  defendant  means  to  allege,  firstly,  that  she  is  not  executrix, 
or  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  and  G.  S.  Boulton  and  the  defendant, 
being  executors  to  the  same  will,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  the 
action  at  all,  or  thirdly,  that  for  the  same  reason  the  plaintiff  cannot  sue 
the  defendant ; and  also,  because  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  plaintiff  ever 
proved  the  will,  or  accepted  the  appointment  of  executors,  &c.  Joinder 
in  demurrer 

A.  Wilson^  for  demu^pr. 

Crooks^  contra. 

Eobinson,  C.  j. — The  second  plea  is,  in"  our  opinion,  bad  for  the 
reasons  assigned  in  the  demurrer.  It  is  uncertain  whether  the  defendant 
by  pleading  this  plea  means  to  admit  that  she  is  an  executrix  of  the  will, 
(for  she  does  not  in  terms  deny  it,  except  in  another  plea  which  we  can- 
not look  at  in  reference  to  this  demurrer),  and  to  rely  on  the  principle 
that  an  executor  cannot  sue  another  at  law ; or,  whether  she  means  that 
the  plaintiff  and  Mr.  Boulton  are  the  only  executors^  (which  she  does  not 
assert),  in  which  case  the  plea  would  be  bad  as  being  only  an  argumen- 
tative denial  of  her  executorship  , or  whether  she  means  that  they  being 
also  executors  should  have  joined  in  the  action,  which,  however,  would 
be  absurd,  because  they  could  not  sue  her.  If  she  is  an  executrix  it  is 
unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the  plea  would  not  also  be  bad  for  not 
shewing  that  the  plaintiff  and  Mr.  Boulton  had  accepted  the  executor- 
ship and  not  renounced,  for  we  think  the  plea  bad  on  account  of  its 
uncertainty  and  ambiguity,  and  because  it  seems  to  be  intended  as  a 
denial  of  the  executorship  of  the  defendant,  which  it  only  denies  argu- 
mentatively by  pleading  affirmatively  that  other  persons  are  executors. 
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without  affirming  that  they,  and  no  other  persons,  are  executors,  or  that 
they  are  the  executors,  (a) 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  demurrer. 


John  Wilson  v.  William  Rorke. 

Where  in  covenant  on  a deed  in  fee,  for  quiet  enjoyment  against  all  claims,  the 
breach  assigned  was,  that  the  land  sold  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  bargain  and 
sale  free  from  incumbrances,  but  on  the  contrary,  15/.  was  then  due  upon  it 
for  arrears  of  rates  ; The  declaration  was  held  bad  on  special  demurrer. 

Covenant  on  an  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  conveying  certain 
premises  to  the  plaintiff  in  fee.  The  plaintiff  set  out  the  covenant,  that 
the  said  defendant,  for  himself  and  his  heirs,  did  thereby  covenant  with 
the  said  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns;  that  at  the  time  of  the  delivery 
thereof,  he  the  said  defendant  was  lawfully  and  actually  seised  of  the 
before  mentioned  premises,  as  the  true  and  sole  owner  thereof  in  fee  simple, 
and  had  good  right  and  authority  to  grant,  bargain,  sell  and  transfer  the 
same  as  aforesaid  ; that  the  same  were  free  and  clear  of  all  incumbrances ; 
the  said  plaintiff  should  and  might  at  all  times  thereafter  quietly  possess 
and  enjoy  the  same,  and  that  the  said  defendant  and  his  heirs  and  assigns 
would  warrant  and  defend  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
against  the  lawful  claims  of  all  persons  whatever  ; subject,  however,  to 
the  reservations  and  conditions  contained  in  the  original  grant  from  the 
crown,  as  by  the  said  indenture,  reference  being  thereto  had,  may  more 
fully  appear.  And  the  plaintiff,  in  fact  saith  that  the  said  hereditaments 
and  premises  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned,  and  thereby  bargained  and 
sold,  were  not  at  the  time  of  the  said  bargain  and  sale  free  from  incum- 
brance, but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  a large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  15^.,  was  theu  in  arrear,  and  charged,  and  due  and  payable  on  the 
said  land,  for  arrears  of  rates ; and  so  the  said  plaintiff  saith,  that  the 
defendant,  although  often  requested  so  to  do,  hath  not  kept  the  said 
covenant  so  by  him  made  as  aforesaid,  but  hath  broken  the  same,  and  to 
keep  the  same  with  the  plaintiff  hath  hitherto  wholly  neglected  and 
refused,  and  still  neglects  and  refuses,  &c.  The  defendant  demurs 
specially,  assigning  the  following  causes  of  demurrer  : firstly,  it  is  not 
shewn  in  and  by  the  said  declaration,  what  particular  rates  or  arrears  of 
rates  are,  or  at  the  time  of  the  making  the  said  supposed  indenture  in  the 
said  declaration  mentioned,  were  due  and  chargeable  on  the  said  land  and 
premises  therein  mentioned  and  described.  Secondly,  it  is  not  shewn  or 
stated  in  the  said  declaration,  for  what  length  of  time  the  said  rates 
therein  mentioned  were  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  or  chargeable  upon  the  said 
premises.  Thirdly,  it  is  not  shewn  or  stated  in  and  by  the  said  declara- 
tion, of  what  nature  or  kind,  or  under  what  authority  of  law,  the  alleged 
arrears  of  rates  then  charged  and  due  and  payable  on  the  said  land  and 
premises  were  imposed  or  authorized  to  be  imposed  or  laid  upon  the  said 
land  and  premises,  or  how  or  in  what  manner  the  said  land  and  premises 
were  liable  to  be  charged  or  incumbered  therewith.  Fourthly,  it  is  not 


(a)  Plowden  184 ; Cro.  Car.  372  ; 3 T.  K.  557  ; Sir  W.  Jones,  345. 
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shewn  or  stated  in  the  said  declaration,  that  the  said  plaintiff  hath  at  any 
time  since  the  date  of  the  said  supposed  indenture,  paid,  or  been  called 
upon  to  pay,  or  by  any  process  of  law  compelled  to  pay,  any  amount 
whatever  for  any  arrears  of  rates  due  and  ahargeable  upon  the  said  land 
previous  to  the  date  of  the  said  indenture.  Fifthly,  it  is  not  shewn  or 
stated  in  the  said  declaration,  that  the  said  plaintiff  did  at  any  time  notify 
or  cause  the  said  defendant  to  be  notified,  that  any  arrears  of  rates  were 
imposed  or  chargeable  upon  the  said  land  and  premises  previous  to  the 
commencement  of  the  said  suit.  Sixthly,  it  is  not  stated  or  shewn  in  and 
by  the  said  declaration,  that  the  arrears  of  rates  alleged  to  be  due  and 
payable  on  the  said  land  are  not  payable  and  reserved  under  the  reserva- 
tions and  conditions  contained  in  the  original  grant  thereof  from  the 
crown.  Seventhly,  it  is  not  stated  and  alleged  in  the  said  declaration, 
that  the  said  arrears  of  rates  therein  mentioned  to  be  paid  on  the  land,  i& 
a breach  of  any  of  the  covenants  mentioned  or  contained  in  the  said  inden-. 
ture,  as  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  said  arrears  of  rates  have  accrued  or 
been  imposed  upon  the  particular  premises  mentioned  and  described  in 
the  said  indenture.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Crawfordf  for  defendant. 

A.  Wilson,  for  plaintiff. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  breach  is  not  sufficiently 
assigned,  and  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  demurrer.  The 
plaintiff  should  have  stated  what  description  of  rates,  and  by  what 
authority  imposed.  According  to  this  method  of  pleading,  if  the  incum- 
brance had  been  by  mortgage,  the  plaintiff  might  have  merely  stated  that 
it  was  incumbered  by  a mortgage  for  a certain  amount,  without  saying  by 
whom,  or  in  whose  favour  the  incumbrance  was  created.  We  know  judi- 
cially that  rates  may  be  chargeable  on  lands  for  various  purposes,  and 
under  different  laws,  which  vary  in  their  provisions  ; as  for  erecting  town- 
ship monuments,  building  gaols,  securing  certain  public  loans,  maintaining 
schools ; and,  as  if  possible  the  rate  may  be  charged  illegally,  or  may 
have  been  paid,  the  defendant  should  be  told  specifically  what  rate  it  is, 
and  how  it  was  imposed.  The  plaintiff  must  he  supposed  to  know  the 
particulars  of  the  incumbrance,  or  he  would  not  have  complained  of  it. 
The  allusion  to  the  reservations  and  conditions  in  the  patent  from  the 
crown,  has  clearly  no  connection  with  rates  or  assessments.  In  that 
respect,  we  think,  the  defendant’s  objections  do  not  hold;  but  the  allegation 
of  the  charge  is  altogether  too  vague. 

Judgment  for  demurrer,  witlj  leave  to  amend. 


Mr.  Justice  Hagerman  sitting  in  the  Practice  Court. 


QUEEN’S  BENCH. 

HILARY  TERM,  9 VICTORIA. 


Present— The  Chief  Justice, 


Mr.  Justice  Macaulay, 
Mr.  Justice  Jones, 

Mr.  Justice  McLean. 
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|Mittlebergbr  V.  The  British  America  Fire  and  Life  Insurance 

Company. 

In  an  action  on  a marine  policy,  it  is  necessaiy  to  aver  that  the  loss  occurred 
I during  the  continuance  of  the  policy;  and  if  the  policy  extend  only  over 
i certain  waters,  and  the  vessel  is  stated  to  have  been  lost  on  a voyage  com 
menced  from  a certain  place,  such  place  must  be  alleged  to  be  within  the 
waters  over  which  the  policy  extended. 

When  there  is  an  express  covenant  in  a policy  that  a vessel  shall  be  sea-worthy 
, and  well  found,  &c.  at  all  times  during  the  continuance  of  the  policy,  it  must 
I . be  so  expressly  averred  in  an  action  on  the  policy. 

• The  plaintiff  declares  against  the  British  America  Fire  and  Life  Insu- 
rance Company,  on  a policy  of  insurance  under  seal,  of  which  profert  is 
made,  by  which  thedefendants‘for  a premium  of  60/.,  insured  the  plaintiff' 
in  the  sum  of  1200/.  on  the  body,  tackle,  apparel,  boat  and  other  furni- 
ture of  and  in  the  schooner  “ Lady  Bagot,”  plying  on  the  waters  of  Lakes 
Huron,  St.  Glair,  Erie  and  Ontario,  the  Bay  of  Quinte,  the  Rivers  of  St. 
Clair  and  St.  Lawrence  to  Prescott,  from  the  4th  day  of  April,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1844,  until  the  1st  day  of  December  the  next  ensuing,  for 
which  said  vessel  for  the  then  present  voyage  was  master,  Bernard  King, 
or  whosoever  should  go  for  master  of  the  said  schooner  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  said  policy,  beginning  the  adventure  upon  the  said  schooner 
on  the  said  4th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1 844 ; and  the  plaintiff 
further  saith,  that  in  and  by  the  said  deed  poll  or  policy  of  insurance,  it  was 
declared  in  manner  folio wing,that  is  to  say,that  it  should  and  might  be  law- 
ful for  the  said  vessel,  to  wit,  the  said  schooner  Lady  Bagot,  to  load  in  such 
manner  as  was  usual,  customary  and  proper  for  vessels  employed  in  the 
navigation  aforesaid,  and  upon  such  voyage  to  be  laden  without  reference 
to  any  provision  on  the  same  subject  on  marine  law  or  custom,  applicable 
to  vessels  laden  for  sea  voyages,  and  in  the  voyage  or  trip  aforesaid  to 
proceed  to  sail,  to  touch  and  stay  at  any  intermediate  port  or  ports, 
place  or  places,  if  thereunto  obliged  by  stress  of  weather,  head  tide  or 
unavoidable  accident,  or  if  the  same  should  be  necessary  for  the  transac- 
tion of  any  lawful  or  material  business  relating  to  the  said  voyage,  or  to 
take  in  or  discharge  freight,  without  prejudice  to  the  said  policy  touching 
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the  adventures  and  perils  which  the  said  company  was  content  to  hear 
and  take  upon  itself  in  and  by  the  said  policy  or  deed  poll,  they  were, 
and  by  the  said  policy  or  deed  poll  were  declared  to  be,  of  the  lakes, 
rivers,  jettisons,  fires  and  all  other  perils,  losses  and  misfortunes,  that 
should  come  or  happen,  to  the  hurt,  detriment  or  damage  of  the  said 
property,  except  perils,  losses  and  misfortunes  arising  from  and  caused  by 
ice,  theft,  barratry  or  robbery,  or  from  want  of  ordinary  care  and  shill, 
( such  as  v:as  necessary  and  proper  on  such  voyages,  and  in  said  navigation ), 
in  lading  or  navigating  said  vessel,  and  excepting  also  all  losses  arising 
from  or  caused  by  the  said  vessel  being  unseaworthy,  or  unduly  or  impro- 
perly laden  on  the  voyage  or  trip  aforesaid,  and  excepting  all  losses  on 
money,  bullion,  promissory  notes  and  other  evidence  of  debt,  and  also  all 
losses  arising  from  capture  or  seizure  by  the  Queen’s  enemies.  And  the 
said  company  did,  by  the  said  deed  poll  or  policy  of  insurance,  undertake 
and  agree  to  make  good,  and  satisfy  unto  the  plaintilf,  all  such  loss  or 
damage  on  the  said  property,  not  exceeding  in  amount  the  sum  insured 
thereon,  as  should  happen  or  arise  from  any  of  the  aforesaid  causes  and 
casualties,  ( except  as  before  excepted ) such  loss  or  damage,  if  not  total, 
to  be  estimated  and  adjusted  according  to  and  by  taking  as  the  value  of 
such  damaged  property,  the  market  price  thereof  at  the  time  of  such  loss 
or  damage,  if  sound,  at  the  place  of  destination  aforesaid,  deducting  from 
such  market  price  the  necessary  freight  and  charges  which  would  be 
required  to  transport  such  property  to  such  place  of  destination  from  the 
place  where  such  loss  or  damage  should  have  happened.  And  it  was  in 
and  by  the  said  deed  poll  or  policy  of  insurance  provided  and  agreed 
further,  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  in  all  cases  in  which  the 
goods  insured  should  be  valued  under  value,  to  be  determined  as  afore- 
said, the  said  company  should  only  pay  in  settlement  of  any  partial  loss, 
the  rateable  proportion  thereof ; and,  that  no  loss  or  damage  should  be 
payable  until  ninety  days  after  notice  and  proof  thereof,  made  by  the 
plaintiff  by  proper  protests  and  affidavits ; and  that  the  said  company 
should  not  be  liable  to  make  good  any  partial  loss  or  particular  average, 
unless  the  same  should  amount  to  five  per  cent,  upon  the  value  of  such 
package  or  parcel  of  property  damaged  ; and  that  the  said  company  should 
not  be  liable  to  make  good  or  pay  any  loss  whatever,  under  or  by  virtue 
of  the  said  policy,  unless  notice  in  writing,  and  proof  by  proper  protests , 
and  affidavits,  of  such  loss  or  damage,  and  of  the  manner  in  which  the 
same  should  have  happened  or  been  occasioned,  should  be  given  and 
made  to  the  managing  director  of  the  said  company,  or  to  some  one  of 
the  authorised  agents  of  the  said  company,  within  forty  days  after  such 
loss  or  damage  should  have  happened.  And,  that  if  the  plaintiff,  or 
person  so  as  aforesaid  assured,  should  already  have  made  any  other 
assurance  on  the  said  premises,  not  notified  to  the  said  company,  and 
mentioned  in  or  endorsed  on  the  said  policy,  then  the  said  assurance 
granted  and  afforded  in  and  by  the  said  policy,  should  be  void  and  of  no 
effect,  and  that  in  case  of  any  other  assurance  upon  the  premises  so  as 
aforesaid  insured,  whether  prior  or  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  said 
policy  of  assurance,  the  assured  should  not,  in  case  of  loss  or  damage,  be 
entitled  to  demand  or  receive  of  this  company  any  greater  proportion  of 
the  loss  or  damage  sustained,  than  the  amount  by  the  said  policy  insured 
should  bear  to  the  whole  amount  insured  on  the  said  premises.  And 
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^ that  in  case  any  accident  should  happen  to  the  above  insured  property,  it 
should  be  lawful  and  necessary  for  the  assured,  their  factors  and  servants, 
sue,  labour  and  travel,  and  take  all  necessary  means  for,  in  and  about 
ithe  defence,  safeguard  and  recovery  of  the  said  property  or  any  part 
: thereof,  without  prejudice  to  the  said  insurance,  to  the  charges  whereof 
'the  said  company  should  contribute  according  to  the  rate  and  amount  by 
the  said  policy  insured  ; and  that  if  the  said  vessel  should  be  or  upon 
regular  stirvey  should  be  found  rotten,  and  be  deemed  unseaworthy,  or 
» unfit  to  prosecute  said  voyage  or  trip,  on  account  of  being  unsound  or 
‘ rotten,  then  the  said  company  should  not  be  liable  to  make  good  any  loss 
under  the  said  policy  ; and  that  the  said  vessel  should  at  all  times  during 
the  continuance  of  the  said  policy  he  sound  and  seaworthy,  and  be  well 
manned,  and  found  in  anchors,  cables,  rigging,  tackle  and  apparel,  also  in 
all  other  things  and  means  necessary  for  the  safe  navigation  thereof.  And 
^ further,  that  should  any  loss  or  damage  be  occasioned  by  any  other  vessel, 
i person  or  persons,  or  in  such  manner  that  such  other  vessel  or  the  owners 
thereof,  or  any  other  person  or  persons,  should  be  liable  therefor,  then  all 
claims  for  such  loss  or  damage  should  be  assigned  over  to  the  said 
company,  or  should  enure  to  their  benefit,  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of 
such  loss  sustained  by  them,  that  is  to  say,  the  amount  of  such  loss  so 
sustained  by  them  should  be  satisfied  and  paid  out  of  what  should  be 
recovered  by  such  claims,  in  the  same  proportion  according  to  amount  as 
the  losses  sustained  by  other  sufferers  should  be  paid  out  of  said  recovery. 
And  the  plaintiff  saith,  that  at  the  time  of  the  effecting  the  said  policy, 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  and  thence  to  and  at  the  respective 
times  of  the  several  losses  hereinafter  mentioned,  he  the  plaintiff  was 
interested  in  the  said  schooner  or  vessel,  and  in  her  tackle,  furniture,  and 
apparel,  to  a large  value  and  amount,  to  wit,  to  the  value  and  amount  of 
all  the  money  by  him  insured  thereon  in  and  by  the  said  policy.  And 
the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  day  of 
October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1844,  and  during  the  continuance  of  the 
said  policy,  the  said  schooner  or  vessel  set  ^ddlfrom  the  port  of  St.  Cath- 
arines, bound  on  a voyage  to  a certain  other  port  called  Port  Dalhousie, 
situate  on  Lake  Ontario  aforesaid,  and  thence,  to  wit,  from  the  last  men- 
tioned port  down  Lake  Ontario  aforesaid,  to  the  port  of  Kingston,  on  the 
said  river  St.  Lawrence,  and  thence  back  again  to  the  said  port  of  St. 
Catharines  from  which  the  said  vessel  or  schooner  so  set  out.  And  the 
plaintiff  further  saith,  that  on  the  voyage  aforesaid,  of  the  said  schooner 
down  the  said  Lake  Ontario,  and  within  about  six  miles  of  the  port  of 
Kingston  aforesaid,  and  before  the  said  schooner  had  arrived  at  any  of  her 
ports  of  destination,  to  wit,  on  the  said  19th  day  of  October,  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  it  became  necessary  to  cast  anchor  in  the  said  Lake  Ontario,  at 
about  the  distance  aforesaid  from  the  said  port  of  Kingston ; and  the  best 
and  main  anchor,  being  part  of  the  tackle  and  furniture  of  the  said  vessel 
and  schooner  so  insured  as  aforesaid,  was  thereupon  cast,  and  the  said 
schooner  made  fast  thereby.  And  the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  while  the  said  schooner  so  lay  at  anchor 
as  aforesaid,  a storm  of  wind  suddenly  arose,  and  by  the  violence  thereof, 
and  of  the  waves,  and  by  stormy  and  tempestuous  weather,  it  thereupon 
became  and  was  impossible  to  retain  the  said  schooner  in  her  then  position 
at  anchor  as  aforesaid,  the  storm  forcing  the  said  schooner  from  her  said 
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position,  or  to  draw  up,  raise  or  weigh  the  said  ancho  r which  had  been  cast 
as  aforesaid,  and  accordingly  it  became  necessary  to  slip  the  cable  of  the 
said  anchor,  and  let  the  same  go ; and  thereupon  the  same  was  slipped 
and  let  go,  and  then  sunk  in  the  waters  of  the  said  Lake  Ontario,  and 
was  for  the  causes  aforesaid  unavoidably  left  there,  and  thereby,  and  not 
for  any  want  of  ordinary  care  or  skill,  (such  as  was  necessary  or  proper 
in  such  voyages  or  navigation)  in  lading  or  navigating  said  vessel,  and  not 
from  or  caused  by  the  said  schooner  or  vessel  being  un  seaworthy  or 
unduly  or  improperly  laden  on  the  voyage  aforesaid,  or  by  ice,  theft, 
barratry  or  robbery,  the  said  cable  together  with  the  said  anchor,  the  same 
being  then  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the 
value  of  501..  became  and  was  wholly  lost ; of  all  which  the  said  company 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  within  forty 
days  after  such  loss  had  happened,  had  notice  in  writing,  and  had  due 
and  proper  proof  by  the  delivering  to  the  said  company,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  within  the  time  aforesaid,  such  notice  in 
writing,  and  of  a public  instrument  of  protest  bearing  date  to  wit  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  made,  done  and  executed,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  by  one  Charles  Stuart,  then  being  a notary  public 
in  and  for  that  part  of  the  province  of  Canada  formerly  Upper  Canada, 
and  duly  authorised  to  act  in  that  behalf,  and  of  an  affidavit  of  one 
Bernard  King,  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid  made  and 
taken  before  the  said  Charles  Stuart  as  such  notary  public,  by  the  said 
Bernard  King,  who  was  and  had  been  the  master  or  captain  commanding 
the  said  vessel  during  the  said  voyage,  and  at  the  time  of  the  loss  afore- 
said j in  which  said  notice  and  protest  and  affidavit  respectively  was  con- 
tained such  account  as  is  hereinbefore  given  of  the  said  loss,  and  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  same  happened.  And  the  plaintiff  further  saith, 
that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  day  of  October,  in  the  year  last 
aforesaid,  and  while  the  said  vessel  was  further  prosecuting  her  said 
voyage  o?i  Lake  Ontario  af  oresaid,  on  her  return  to  the  said  port  of  St» 
Catharines,  whence  she  as  aforesaid  set  sail,  and  before  her  arrival  at  any 
of  her  ports  of  destination,  the  saii  vessel  or  schooner  was  by  the  perils 
and  dangers  of  the  said  Lake  Ontario,  and  by  stormy  and  tempestuous 
weather,  and  the  violence  of  the  wind  and  waves,  and  not  from  any  want 
of  ordinary  care  or  skill  (such  as  was  necessary  or  proper  on  such  voyages 
and  on  said  navigation)  in  lading  or  navigating  the  said  vessel,  or  from 
the  said  vessel  being  unseaworthy,  or  unduly  or  improperly  laden  on  tha 
said  voyage,  or  by  ice,  theft,  barratry  or  robbery,  driven  on  that  part  of 
the  south-west  shore  of  Lake  Ontario  aforesaid,  known  as  Burlington 
Beach,  and  was  bulged,  broken,  damaged,  spoiled  and  destroyed,  and 
thereby  became  and  was  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff ; of  all  which  the  said 
company  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and 
within  forty  days  after  such  loss  happened,  had  notice  in  writing  and  had 
due  and  proper  proof,  by  the  delivery  to  the  said  company,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  within  the  period  last  aforesaid,  of  such 
notice  in  writing,  and  of  a public  instrument  of  protest  bearing  date  to 
wit  the  29th  day  of  October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1844,  made  and 
executed  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  office  of  one  Lorenzo  Dolmage  Bay- 
mond,  a notary  public  duly  authorised  and  appointed  to  act  in  that 
capacity  in  and  for  that  part  of  the  province  of  Canada  formerly  Upper 
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i Canada,  and  by  the  affidavit  of  Bernard  King,  duly  made  and  taken 
^ before  the  said  Kaymond  as  such  notary  public,  by  the  said  King, 

( who  during  the  voyage  aforesaid,  and  at  the  time  of  the  loss  last 
mentioned,  was  the  captain  or  commander  of  the  said  schooner  ; in 
which  said  notice,  protest,  and  affidavit  respectively,  was  contained 
' ^ such  account  as  is  hereinbefore  given  of  the  loss  last  aforesaid,  and  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  same  happened.  And  the  plaintiff  further  saith  that 
^ / such  losses  aforesaid,  or  either,  or  the  damages  arising  therefrom,  were  or 
’ i was  not,  occasioned  by  any  other  vessel,  person,  or  persons,  or  in  such 
p manner  that  any  other  vessel,  or  the  owners  thereof,  or  any  other  person 
; or  persons  were,  or  was,  or  are,  or  is,  liable  therefor ; and  the  plaintiff 
I further  saith  that  he,  the  plaintiff,  his  agents  and  servants  did,  to  wit,  on 
' ^ the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  thence  continually  for  a long  period, 

\ to  wit,  up  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  labour  and  travel,  take  and 
I adopt  various  and  all  the  means  in  their  power,  in  endeavouring  to  reco- 
j;  ver  the  said  anchor  and  the  said  schooner,  or  vessel  so  lost  as  aforesaid, 
I'  but  without  effect,  and  the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that  during  the  voyage 
j:  aforesaid,  the  said  schooner  was  not  laden  otherwise  than  in  such  manner 
:;ii  as  was  usual,  customary,  or  proper,  for  vessels  employed  in  the  navigation 
I;  aforesaid,  during  the  period  of  the  continuance  of  the  said  policy ; and  the- 
I plaintiff  further  saith,  that  upon  the  said  vessel  or  her  tackle,  apparel,  or 
I furniture,  or  any  part  thereof  in  the  said  deed  or  policy  mentioned,  at  the 
i;  time  of  making  the  said  deed  or  policy,  there  was  not,  nor  at  any  time 
ill  since  has  there  been  made  any  other  assurance  or  assurances  whatso- 
s;  ever,  and  that  the  said  vessel  was  never  upon  regular  survey,  found  or 
|{  deemed  to  be,  nor  was  she,  till  the  loss  last  aforesaid,  unseaworthy  or  unfit 
to  prosecute  the  said  voyage  or  trip,  by  reason  of  her  being  unsound  or  rot- 
i|  ten.  And  the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that  at  the  time  of  entering  upon  and 
commencing  the  said  voyage,  the  said  vessel  was  sound  and  seaworthy,  and 
it  well  manned, and,  found  in  anchors  and  cables,  rigging,  tackle,  and  apparel, 
and  in  all  things  and  means  necessary  for  the  safe  navigation  thereof  And 

I the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that  although  he  has  in  all  things  conformed 
iil  himself  to,  and  observed  all  and  singular  the  said  articles,  stipulations, 

conditions,  matters,  and  things,  which  on  his  part  were  to  be  observed  and 

I I performed,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  deed  poll,  or 
f policy  \ and  although  ninety  days,  after  such  notices  and  proofs  as  afore- 
i said  were  respectively  given  as  aforesaid,  to  the  said  company,  of  the  said 
' several  losses  aforesaid,  had  elapsed  long  before  the  commencement  of  this 
i suit,  and  although  the  stock  and  fund  of  the  said  company  always  from  the 
1 1 time  of  the  making  of  the  said  deed  poll  or  policy  hitherto,  have  been  and 
; yet  are  sufficient  to  pay  the  said  plaintiff  the  damages  sustained  by  the 

1 losses  aforesaid,  yet  the  plaintiff  further  saith  that  he  has  not  been  paid 
I or  made  good  by  the  said  company  his  damages  aforesaid,  or  any  part 
i thereof,  but  the  same  and  every  part  thereof  are  wholly  unpaid  and  un- 
' satisfied,  contrary  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  deed  or  policy,  and 
; of  the  said  covenant  of  the  said  company,  and  so  the  plaintiff  saith  that 
I the  said  company  has  not  kept  the  covenant  so  made  by  it  with  the- 
, plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  but  has  broken  the  same,  and  to  keep  the  same  with 
the  plaintiff  hath  hitherto  wholly  refused  and  still  doth  refuse,  to  the  dam- 
; age  of  the  plaintiff  of  fifteen  hundred  pounds,  &c.  The  defendants  de- 
mur specially  for  the  following  causes  : that  one  of  the  conditions  of  the 
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said  policy  is,  that  the  said  vessel  should  at  all  times , during  the  continu-  1 
ance  of  the  said  policy,  be  sound  and  seaworthy,  and  well  manned  and  < 
found  in  anchors^  cables,  rigging,  tackle,  apparel,  and  also  in  all  other 
things  and  means  necessary  and  proper  for  the  safe  navigation  thereof ; 
and  the  plaintiff  only  avers  in  the  said  declaration,  that  she  was  sound  and  ! 
seaworthy,  well  manned  and  found  in  anchors,  cables,  rigging,  tackle,  and  i 
apparel,  and  in  all  things  and  means  necessary  for  the  safe  navigation 
thereof,  at  the  commencement  of  the  said  voyage  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  nor  does  the  plaintiff  allege  that  the  said  anchor  so  stated  to 
be  lost  was  replaced  at  the  said  port  of  Kingston,  before  the  return  voyage 
of  the  said  vessel  to  St.  Catharines  commenced,  or  that  any  attempt  was  i 
made  to  replace  the  same,  or  that  the  said  vessel  set  out  on  her  said  re- 
turn voyage  sound  and  seaworthy,  and  well  manned  and  found  in  an- 
chors, cables,  rigging,  tackle,  and  apparel,  and  in  all  other  things  and 
means  necessary  and  proper  for  the  safe  navigation  thereof.  Joinder  in 
demurrer. 

J.  Hilly ard  Cameron  and  J.  L.  Robinson,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 
In  addition  to  the  causes  of  demurrer  specially  assigned,  the  defendants 
have  given  notice  in  the  usual  way,  that  they  intend  to  object  on  general 
demurrer  to  the  declaration,  that  the  loss  alleged  therein  is  not  stated  to 
have  taken  place  during  the  continuance  of  the  policy,  nor  is  it  stated  that 
cither  the  port  of  St.  Catharines  or  the  poit  of  Kingston  is  upon  the  wa-  ; 
ters  over  which  the  protection  of  the  policy  of  insurance  is  expressly  to 
extend.  Upon  neither  of  these  objections  does  there  seem  to  be  much 
room  for  doubt,  as  the  reason  of  the  thing,  as  well  as  the  forms  of  decla- 
ration which  are  given  in  books  of  pleading,  shew  that  these  points  are  ; 
material  for  the  plaintiff’s  case,  and  ought  therefore  to  have  been  alleged.  \ 

The  plaintiff  states  that  the  voyage  upon  which  the  vessel  was  lost,  ! 
was  commenced  during  the  continuance  of  the  policy,  but  it  by  no  means  : 
follows  that  because  it  was  commenced  while  the  policy  was  in  force,  that 
the  destruction  of  the  vessel  took  place  before  the  policy  had  expired,  and 
although  the  time  stated  may  be  considered  long  for  the  voyage  of  a ves-  | 
sel  on  our  inland  waters,  it  is  not  impossible  that  such  a lengthened  voy-  ! 
age  may  have  taken  place,  as  to  have  left  the  vessel  still  on  the  waters  at 
the  time  that  the  policy  expired. 

The  terms  of  the  policy  give  protection  to  the  vessel  insured,  while  ! 
plyrng  upon  the  waters  of  Lake  Huron,  St.  Clair,  Erie,  and  Ontario,  the  ! 
Bay  of  Quinte,  and  the  Rivers  St.  Clair  and  St.  Lawrence,  and  the  ves-  j 
sel  must  have  been  strictly  confined  to  the  navigation  of  these  waters,  to  | 
entitle  the  assured  to  the  benefit  of  the  policy,  in  case  of  loss,  while  the  | 
policy  was  in  force.  The  plaintiff,  in  his  declaration,  states  that  the  voy-  | 
age  upon  which  the  vessel  was  lost  commenced  at  the  port  of  St.  Catha-  1 
lines  ; but  he  does  not  state  where  the  port  of  St.  Catharines  is,  or  whe-  ij 
ther  it  is  or  is  not  within  the  waters  upon  which  the  vessel  was  at  liber-  | 
ty  to  sail ; and  the  court  cannot  take  judicial  notice  that  there  is  a port 
of  St.  Catharines  within  the  limits  of  these  waters,  because  the  port  from 
which  the  vessel  set  sail,  may  in  reality  be  some  port  altogether  without  j 
that  limit,  where  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  have  his  vessel  so  long  as  j 
the  policy  of  insurance  was  in  force,  if  he  intended  to  protect  himself  by  j; 
the  policy  in  the  event  of  loss.  It  is  true  that  the  loss  is  alleged  to  have  i 
■occured  on  Lake  Ontario,  but  the  insurers  are  entitled  to  see  that  the  ] 
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vessel  insured  was  not,  at  any  time  during  the  continuance  of  the  policy, 
out  of  the  waters  over  which  the  insurance  extended ; and  there  is  sound 
reason  for  this  : the  navigation  might  be  more  dangerous  out  of  these  wa- 
ters, and  the  vessel  so  weakened  by  storm  or  tempest,  that  her  subsequent 
i loss  within  them,  might  have  arisen  from  the  injuries  sustained  by  her 
I while  sailing  on  some  lake  or  river  which  was  not  within  the  protection 
of  the  policy.  These  grounds  of  general  demurrer  are  applicable  to  both 
I breaches  in  the  declaration,  and  if  sustained,  the  plaintiff  must  fail  altoge- 
i ther. 

Upon  the  special  cause  of  demurrer  there  can  hardly  be  anything 
more  clear,  than  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  judgment.  The  plain- 
; tiff  has  treated  the  policy  as  if  there  was  no  express  stipulation  in  it ; 
as  if  the  sea- worthiness  were  merely  what  is  implied  in  all  policies  : but 
Tipon  such  a construction  of  this  policy,  we  should  be  unable  to  discover 
that  there  was  any  difference  between  an  express  and  implied  warranty, 
i In  Marshall  on  Insurance,  (a)  the  effect  of  an  express  warranty  is  fully 
stated,  and  it  is  clear  that  it  must  be  shown  to  have  been  complied  with, 
or  no  action  can  be  maintained  on  the  policy.  The  assurers  are  entitled 
to  protect  themselves  by  any  stipulations  that  may  be  agreed  upon,  and 
I it  would  be  strange  if  after  an  express  protection  has  been  afforded  to 
them,  they  should  find  themselves  in  no  better  position,  than  if  they  had 
omitted  to  guard  themselves  by  express  covenant. 

Vankoughnet  for  plaintiff.  In  the  English  policies  there  is  no  such 
clause  as  “that  at  all  times  the  said  vessel  shall  be  sound  and  sea  wor- 
thy.” The  rule  in  the  construction  of  Marine  Policies  in  England  is 
that  at  the  time  of  setting  out  upon  the  voyage  the  vessel  shall  be  sound 
and  seaworthy ; and  any  accident  that  occurs  to  her  during  the  continu- 
ance of  the  voyage,  though  thereby  she  become  unsound  and  unseaworthy, 
will  not  vitiate  the  policy,  even  though  the  vessel  set  out  in  an  unsea- 
I worthy  state  from  a port  which  she  has  visited  in  the  course  of  her  voy- 
age, and  where  she  may  have  every  opportunity  to  refit.  If  such  be  the 
law  in  England  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  parties  to  the  present  po- 
licy intended  to  abandon  that  law  so  wholly  as  to  give  to  the  words  of 
the  policy  relied  upon  in  this  demurrer,  the  effect  contended  for,  which, 
carried  out  to  the  full  extent,  would  operate  in  this  way. 

Thus  a vessel  setting  sail,  for  instance,  from  the  port  of  Toronto,  in  all 
respects  sound  and  seaworthy,  proceeds  twenty  miles  on  her  voyage,  when 
she  loses  her  rudder,  or  less  important  still,  loses  a chain,  or  even  a plank  ; 
she  proceeds  a few  miles  further,  either  on  her  return  to  Toronto,  or 
onward  to  her  port  of  destination,  or  to  some  port  of  refuge ; before  she 
can  reach  either,  she  is  totally  lost;  at  the  time  of  such  total  loss,she  was  not 
sound  and  well  found  in  all  respects.  Yet  the  assured  could  not  recover 

Iupon  the  construction  now  sought  to  be  put  upon  the  policy.  Such  a 
construction  is  absurd,  and  could  never  have  been  contemplated  by  the 
parties,  as  it  would  in  almost  every  case  render  the  policy  a mere  nullity  ; 
then  the  only  safe  construction  of  the  words  is,  that  “ all  times  ” means,  in 
analogy  to  the  rules  in  England,  “all  times”  of  setting  out  upon  her  voyage. 
iOne  of  the  chief  risks  always  intended  to  be  insured  against  is,  the  mis- 
jconduct  of  the  captain  and  mariners.  At  all  events,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 


(a)  Page  354. 
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upon  this  declaration  to  recover  for  the  anchor,  and  so  to  have  judgment  , 
upon  the  demurrer,  which  is  too  large.  With  respect  to  the  objection,  i 
that  it  is  not  stated  where  the  port  of  St.  Catharines  is,  St.  Catharines  is 
mentioned  in  acts  of  parliament  incorporating  it,  and  in  the  acts  relating 
to  the  Welland  Canal ; the  court  will  therefore  take  judicial  notice  of  its 
situation.  The  locality  of  Port  Dalhousie,  from  which  the  vessel  is 
stated  to  have  sailed  in  a seaworthy  state,  is  mentioned.  It  sufficiently 
appears,  upon  examining  the  date  stated  in  the  declaration,  and  the  ' 
connection  of  the  facts  alleged,  that  the  loss  of  the  vessel  took  place  ' 
during  the  continuance  of  the  policy  ; a termination  of  which,  before  the 
time  prescribed,  will  not  be  presumed.  The  two  objections  last  noticed  t 
are  urged  under  the  general  demurrer  alone.  | . 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — It  is  not  stated  where  St.  Catharines  is  ; and  even  | s 
if  there  were  a place  called  St.  Catharines  situated  on  Lake  Ontario,  or  } ' 
any  other  water  within  the  policy  of  which  we  could  judicially  take  no-  | a 
tice,  still  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  infer  (when  the  objection  is  taken)that  this  I [ 
is  the  same  St.  Catharines.  It  stands  then  as  if  the  Lady  Bagot  might  | ^ 
at  the  time  have  been  sailing  on  a voyage  from  St.  Catharines  on  Lake  I « 
Michigan,  or  from  any  place  so  called,  or  any  other  navigable  waters,  to  " 
Kingston  on  Lake  Ontario,  and  if  she  were  lost  on  Lake  Ontario  during  n 
such  a navigation,  would  the  loss  be  within  the  policy  ? I think  clearly  j a 
not.  This  objection  applies  to  both  losses  stated.  In  regard  to  neither  t t< 
is  it  averred  that  St.  Catharines,  from  which  in  the  one  case  she  is  stated  iie: 
to  have  set  out,  and  to  which  in  the  other  case  she  is  stated  to  have  been  In 
Teturning,is  on  any  of  the  waters  within  which  the  Lady  Bagot  was  allowed  st 
to  navigate.  That  the  loss  in  both  cases  happened  on  Lake  Ontario,  and  ; ei 
so  within  the  limits  of  the  policy,  is  clearly  stated.  But  that  is  not  suf-  i w 
ficient.  Luring  the  period  for  which  she  was  insured,  she  was  not  at|  ?as 
liberty  to  deviate  from  the  navigation  in  which  she  was  to  be  employed,  v k 
The  voyage,as  it  is  here  stated,  from  St,  Catharines  to  Kingston  and  back,  sb 
is  not  shewn  to  be  the  risk  insured  against;  without  stating  which,  this  Hpc 
declaration  does  not  shew  that  St.  Catharines  was  in  some  of  the  waters  I at 
included  in  the  risk  ; and  a deviation  during  any  part  of  the  time,  not  iii 
caused  by  necessity,  would  put  an  end  tn  the  policy.  !oi 

I am  also  of  opinion,  that  it  is  not  sufficiently  shewn  in  the  declaration  ;i  k 
that  the  loss  in  the  case  occurred  during  the  continuance  of  the  policy,  \] 
but  only  that  the  voyage  was  commenced  during  that  period.  It  is  true  ; m 
that  we  may  think  it  reasonable  that  a voyage  on  Lake  Ontario  commenc-  I d 
ed  on  19  th  October  would  terminate  before  1st  December.  But  we  ' #11 
oannot  judicially  say  that  it  necessarily  should.  Precision  of  statement  j jls 
of  all  facts  so  material,  is  required  in  a declaration.  It  has  even  been  said,  ; is 
that  the  court  cannot  judicially  know  that  a man  may  not  possibly  live  i k 
a thousand  years,  and  if  so,  we  certainly  cannot  judicially  know  that  this  I t 
voyage  may  not  have  lasted  more  than  two  months.  The  day  is  named  ?i 
when  the  loss  occurred,  but  it  is  uncertainly  alleged — “heretofore,  to  wit,  ji  sl; 
on  the  said  19th  day  of  October.”  This  is  in  respect  to  the  loss  of  the  1 ® 
anchor.  But  that  mode  of  averring  the  time  does  not  sufficiently  bring  ’ i 
the  loss  within  the  policy. — 2M.  &Gr.  329  ; 2 G.  & D.  502.  The  same  s 
defect  exists  in  respect  to  the  alleged  total  loss  ; it  is  not  certainly  aver- 1 
red  to  have  happened  before  the  1st  December.  || 

With  regard  to  the  causes  of  special  demurrer  assigned  ; it  is  natural  i 


MITTLEBERGER  V.  BRIT.  AMER.  INSURANCE  COMP. 


447 


to  consider  that  the  seaworthiness  in  this  policy  is  expressly  warranted, 
■and  not  left  to  be  a condition  merely  implied.  As  to  the  implied  condi- 
tion of  seaworthiness,  the  general  principle  undoubtedly  is,  that  it  ex- 
tends only  to  the  time  of  commencing  the  risk  ; though  the  court  have 
sometimes,  but  with  scrupulous  caution,  intimated  that  there  may  be  cases 
in  which  it  may  be  extended  further.  The  peculiar  circumstances  of  each 
case  must  govern.  If  this  were  an  implied  condition  only,  then  undoubt- 
edly the  case  cited  by  Mr.  Vankoughnet  in  the  argument,  of  Holling- 
worth  V.  Brodrick  (a)  seems  to  rule  that  the  construction  would  not  be 
more  extended  in  a time  policy,  which  this  is,  than  in  a policy  for  a par- 
ticular voyage.  But  this  is  an  express  condition.  This  policy  only  as 
sures  against  perils  and  losses  not  arising  from  want  of  ordinary  care  and 
skill  in  lading  and  navigating  the  vessel,  or  arising  from  the  vessel  being 
unseaworthy.  Now  it  is  averred  that  it  was  in  the  policy  provided  and 
agreed,  that  the  vessel  should  at  all  times  during  the  continuance  of  the 
policy  be  sound  and  seaworthy,  and  well  found  and  manned,  in  anchors, 
cables,  rigging  and  tackle.  We  cannot  hold  in  the  face  of  this  express 
stipulation  qualifying  and  limiting  the  risk,  that  the  assurers  were 
to  be  liable  for  a loss  occurring  when  the  vessel  was  not  seaworthy,  or 
not  well  found  or  manned,  in  anchors,  cables,  &c.  It  is  especially  reason- 
able in  a time  policy  of  this  kind,  that  the  assurers  should  be  at  liberty  so 
to  guard  themselves,  and  when  they  have  done  so,  we  cannot  hold  that  the 
express  stipulation  signifies  nothing,  without  destroying  the  distinction 
between  implied  and  express  policies,  on  which  the  courts  lay  much 
stress  (5).  For  instance,  if  the  schooner  in  this  instance  had  not  men 
enough  on  board  of  her  to  raise  the  anchor  hastily  in  an  emergency, 
wherefore  it  became  necessary  to  slip  it,  how  could  we  hold  that  the 
assurer  must  pay  for  the  loss,  because  there  had  been  a sufficient  crew  on 
board  several  months  before, although  they  took  care  to  stipulate  that  there 
should  at  all  times  be  a sufficient  crew.  And  again,  as  for  all  that  ap- 


pears, the  subsequent  total  loss  may  have  arisen  from  there  being  no  new 
, anchor  put  on  board,  which  might  have  held  her  from  driving  upon  Bur- 
lington Beach ; how  could  we  hold  that  the  defendants  must  pay  for  such  a 
doss,  when  they  expressly  stipulate  that  during  the  'policy  the  vessel  should 
be  icell  found  in  anchors,  cables,  ^c.  The  plaintiff  does  aver,  that 
by  the  tempest  that  arose,  and  not  from  any  want  of  being  well  found  and 
manned,  &c.,  the  losses  occurred.  But  that  averment  does  not  meet  the 
exigencies  of  the  contract.  It  is  consistent  with  such  an  averment  that 
all  these  conditions  of  the  policy  may  have  been  broken  ; but  yet  that 
plaintiff  merely  undertakes  to  shew  that  the  failure  was  not  the  cause  of  the 
loss.  That  is  not  the  meaning  and  spirit  of  the  provision,  and  it  might 
lead  to  dangerous  consequences  if  we  were  to  place  the  right  to  recover 
on  that  footing;  for  how  could  it  be  certainly  determined  by  a jury, 
whether  a vessel  not  manned  or  found  with  anchors,  cables,  &c  , when 
she  was  lost,  would  or  would  not  have  been  lost,  if  she  had  been  in  these 
respects  well  provided  ; where  such  a condition  is  expressly  insisted,  it 
must  be  shewn  to  have  been  faithfully  observed.  For  these  reasons  our 
judgment  must  be  for  the  defendant  on  this  demurrer  ; but  the  plaintiff 
may  have  leave  to  amend.  Rule  accordingly. 


(a)  7 Ad.  & El.  40. 


(b)  Cowper,  784. 
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Dean  v.  McCarty. 

A.  person  kindling  fire  on  his  own  land  for  the  purpose  of  clearing  it,  is  not  liable 
at  all  risks  for  any  injurious  consequences  that  may  ensue  to  the  property  of 
his  neighbours. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  negligently  keeping  fire,  which  the 
defendant  had  kindled  on  his  own  held  in  order  to  clear  his  land,  by 
reason  whereof  it  spread  to  the  adjoining  land  of  the  plaintiff,  and  des- 
troyed his  wood,  fences,  &c. 

Plea,  general  issue. 

It  was  proved  at  the  trial,  which  took  place  at  Cobourg  before  Mr. 
Justice  McLean,  that  the  defendant  was  clearing  his  land,  and  had  set 
fire  to  his  log  heaps  at  a favourable  time ; but  a high  wind  springing  up, 
the  fire  unfortunately  spread,  running  through  the  grass,  notwithstanding 
such  efforts  as  could  be  used  to  stop  it,  and  some  cord-wood  and  rails  be- 
longing to  the  plaintiff  were  destroyed.  The  plaintiff’s  witnesses  acquitted 
the  defendant  of  blame,  and  the  case  was  left  to  the  jury  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  fact,  whether  the  defendant  had  or  had  not  acted  with  due  care 
and  caution  in  setting  the  fire  as  he  did,  under  the  circumstances,  and 
whether  he  did  all  in  his  power  to  prevent  injury  to  his  neighbours.  The 
jury  found  for  the  defendant. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron  moved  last  term  for  a rule  nisi  for  a new 
trial  for  a misdirection,  contending  that  the  act  of  the  defendant  was  of 
such  a nature,as  made  him  responsible  for  the  consequences,as  it  might  have 
been  prevented,  and  that  he  was  bound  to  protect  his  neighbour’s  property 
from  any  injurious  consequences  from  the  fire  whichhehad  kindled  for  pur- 
poses which  were  beneficial  to  himself.  He  cited  Tuberville  v.  Stamp  {a) 
and  Vaughan  v.  Menlove  (&). 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — In  a case  in  this  court  some  years  ago,  of  Bolton  v. 
Cooper,  of  the  same  description  as  the  present,  we  considered  that  the 
liability  of  the  defendant  must  in  such  cases  turn  upon  the  act  of  negli- 
gence. And  I recollect  that,  in  at  least  one  other  case,  tried  also  I 
believe  at  Cobourg,  some  years  ago,  the  question  of  liability  was  held  to 
turn  upon  the  same  point.  I am  not  sure  that  in  that  case  the  verdict 
was  reviewed  in  banc.  There  had  been,  however,  many  years  before  that, 
a case,  in  which  Spelman  was  defendant,  tried  in  the  same  district,  in 
which  the  verdict  was  reviewed  in  banc;  and  according  to  my  recollection, 
it  was  assumed  there  that  the  question  to  be  considered  was,  whether  the 
defendant  had  used  all  due  care  in  setting  fire  to  his  clearing,  and  in 
guarding  against  accident.  If  however  there  is  really  any  room  for 
doubt  upon  the  legal  question,  whether  the  party  setting  fire  upon  his 
own  premises,  in  order  to  clear  his  land,  is  or  is  not  liable  for  all  the  con- 
sequences to  his  neighbour,  without  regard  to  circumstances ; then 
certainly  we  should  allow  full  opportunity  to  discuss  that  question,  for  in 
a country  like  this,  it  is  of  very  great  importance  that  the  rights  and 
liabilities  of  parties  in  this  particular,  should  be  known,  and  we  should  be 
unwilling  to  abide  by  one  or  more  decisions  of  the  court  upon  such  a 
question,  if  we  could  be  convinced  that  they  were  in  opposition  to  well 
settled  principles  of  law. 


(a)  12  Mod.  152. 


(b)  3 Bing.  K.  S.  476. 


DEAN  V.  Jl’CARTY. 


449 


It  is  sought  here  to  hold  the  defendant  liable  upon  a rigorous  and 
indiscriminating  application  of  what  is  undoubtedly  a legal  maxim,  “ sic 
“ utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  liedas.”  But  this  maxim  is  rather  to  be 
applied  to  those  cases  in  which  a man,  not  under  the  pressure  of  any 
necessity,  deliberately,  and  in  view  of  the  consequences,  seeks  an  advantage 
to  himself  at  the  expense  of  a certain  injury  to  his  neighbour  ; as  for 
instance,  in  the  use  he  makes  of  a stream  of  water  passing  through  his 
land,  which  he  is  at  liberty  to  apply  to  his  own  purposes,  hut  he  must  not 
so  use  it  as  to  diminish  the  value  of  the  stream  to  his  neighbour,  unless 
he  has  a prescriptive  right. 

But  when  we  come  to  apply  the  maxim  to  the  acts  of  parties  on  other 
occasions,  where  accident  has  part  in  producing  the  injury,  we  must  see 
that  a great  part  of  the  business  of  life  could  not  be  carried  on  under  the 
risks  to  which  parties  would  then  be  exposed.  For  instance,  a man  has  a 
right  to  drive  his  carriage  along  the  highway,  and  it  may  he  granted,  that 
^ he  must  in  one  sense  exercise  his  right  so  as  not  to  injure  others  ; that  is, 
he  must  not  intentionally  injure  others,  nor  injure  them  by  his  neglect ; 
but  if  we  were  to  hold,  that  he  must  at  all  events  take  care,  at  his  perils 
that  he  do  them  no  injury,  then  if  his  horses  should  he  frightened  by  a 
flash  of  lightning,  and  become  ungovernable,  he  must  answer,  civilly  at 
least,  for  all  the  damages  they  m.ight  commit,  though  it  might  be  to  his 
ruin.  So,  again,  a ship  might  be  riding  at  anchor  with  others,  well  secured 
and  carefully  attended  to  by  a competent  crew,  and  yet,  if  by  the  violence 
of  a tempest  she  should  be  driven  from  her  anchorage  against  another  ship, 
and  occasion  her  loss  and  injury,  it  could  not  be  held  that  the  owners 
were  liable,  on  the  principle  that  they  must  at  their  peril  so  use  their 
own  ship  as  not  to  injure  others.  In  these  cases,  the  taking  the  horses 
into  the  highway,  and  the  bringing  the  ship  to  an  anchor,  are  as  much  the 
voluntary  acts  of  the  party,  as  the  kindling  the  fire  was,  in  the  case  before 
; hut  it  is  indispensible  that  allowance  should  be  made  for  the  neces- 
|sity  people  are  under  for  doing  such  acts,  and  that  misfortune  and  neglect 
should  not  he  confounded. 

We  cannot  go  so  far,  as  to  hold  that  in  all  such  cases,  whether  an  act 
has  been  imprudent  or  not,  must  he  taken  to  be  proved  by  the  result 
alone  ; though  we  cannot  but  feel  that  cases  of  great  hardship  may  arise, 
and  in  which  the  inclination  of  a court  might  generally  be  to  throw  the 
[loss  upon  the  party  kindling  the  fire,  even  when  there  might  appear  no 
lear  ground  for  ascribing  a want  of  due  caution  to  him.  For  example,  a 
man  may  have  a very  valuable  mill,  and  a neighbour  having  a small  piece 
af  wood  land  adjoining  to  it,  of  trifling  value  compared  to  the  mill,  in  the 
rocess  of  clearing  sets  fire,  which  unfortunately,  by  a sudden  rise  or 
hange  of  wind,  spreads  so  as  to  consume  the  mill,  in  spite  of  all  the  exer- 
ion  that  can  be  used.  It  may  be  said,  here  is  a case  in  which  one  of 
wo  innocent  men  must  hear  a serious  loss,  and  that  the  misfortune  would 
[more  properly  fall  upon  the  one  who  was  a voluntary  agent  in  setting  the 
ause  of  the  injury  in  motion,  than  upon  him  who  had  no  share  whatever 
n producing  it.  And  we  might  perhaps  be  right  in  believing  that  it 
i^ould  have  been  possible  for  the  party  clearing  the  land,  to  have  done  it 
it  such  a time  and  in  such  a manner  as  would  certainly  have  prevented 
ihe  accident  occurring.  Still,  I apprehend,  that  such  a case  must  go  to 
,he  jury,  like  all  other  cases  of  the  kind,  upon  the  question  of  negligence. 
* 29  F.  0.  Q.  B.  2 
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If  the  principle  is  a sound  one,  it  must  be  applied  throughout ; though  it 
might  indeed  seem  reasonable,  where  very  valuable  property  might  be 
-endangered,  to  apply  an  extraordinary  degree  of  caution  and  diligence, 
but  that  consideration  would  only  effect  the  determination  of  the  jury, 
upon  the  fact  of  what  was  reasonable  care  under  the  circumstances. 

We  must  consider  on  the  other  hand,  in  examining  the  soundness  of 
what  we  assume  to  be  the  principle,  what  would  be  the  state  of  things  if 
the  person  kindling  the  fire  were  to  be  inevitably  and  in  all  cases  liable 
for  the  consequences.  It  is  not  very  long  since  this  country  was 
altogether  a wilderness  as  by  far  the  greater  part  of  if  still.  Till  the  land 
is  cleared  it  can  produce  nothing,  and  the  burningthe  wood  upon  the  ground 
is  a necessary  part  of  the  operation  of  clearing.  To  hold  that  what  is  so 
indispensibie,  not  merely  to  individual  interests,  bnt  to  the  public  good, 
must  be  done  wholly  at  the  risk  of  the  party  doing  it,  without  allowance 
for  any  casualties  which  the  act  of  God  may  occasion,  and  which  no  human 
^are  could  certainly  prevent,  -would  be  to  depart  from  a principle  which, 
in  other  necessary  business  of  mankind,  is  plainly  settled,  and  always 
upheld.  If  it  could  be  shewn,  that  this  business  of  clearing  land  could, 
by  mean^  which  we  can  suppose  to  be  within  the  reach  of  those  employed 
in  it,  be  done  at  a time,  or  in  a manner,  that  would  make  it  wholly  inde 
pendent  of  any  accident  beyond  the  control  of  the  party,  then  perhaps 
the  bare  fact  of  not  having  taken  those  certain  means,  might  be  held  to 
constitute  negligence ; in  which  case,  the  liability  for  damages  would 
always,  as  a matter  of  course,  follow  the  injury.  But  as  we  cannot,  I 
think,  venture  to  hold  that  there  are  any  certain  means  of  avoiding  such 
accidents,  it  must  in  such  case  be  a question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  whether 
the  defendant  has  any  negligence  to  answer  for,  or  not.  In  Comyn’s 
Digest,  Action  upon  the  Case  for  l!legligence,  A.  6,  the  law  is  thus  laid 
down.  “ So  an  action  upon  the  case  lies  upon  the  general  custom  of  the 
“ nation  (in  other  words,  by  the  common  law),  against  the  master  of  a 
‘‘  house,  if  a fire  be  kindled  there  and  consume  the  house  or  goods  of 


another.”  “ So,  if  a fire  be  kindled  in  a yard,  or  close  to  a barn,  or 


‘‘  stable,  and  by  negligence  it  burns  corn,  &c.,  in  an  adjoining  close.”  As 
to  the  first  part  of  what  is  here  said  applying  to  accidental  fires  in  houses 
we  know  that  the  law  has,  by  act  of  parliament,  been  placed  on  a different 
footing  (a)]  and  that  it  has  been  thought  reasonable  to  exempt  persons 
from  answering  in  damages  for  injuries  occasioned  to  others  in  such  cases, 
even  where  there  may  have  been  a want  of  due  care.  But  as  to  the 
latter  part  of  the  doctrine  laid  down,  but  which  applies  to  the  case  of  a 
fire  spreading  which  has  been  kindled- in  afield  to  burn  stubble,  Ido  not 
feel  that  the  law  is  any  where  denied  to  be  such  as  Chief  Baron  Comyu 
assumes  it  to  be,  It  has  not  in  this  respect  been  altered  by  statute, nor  does 
it  seem  to  have  been,in  any  more  modern  authorities, laid  down  differently; 
neither  has  it  been  made  a question  whether  this  principle  thus  laid  down 
had  been  carefully  considered  and  correctly  stated.  We  see  then,thatit  is 
when  by  negligence  the  fire  spreads  to  an  adjoining  close, that  an  action  lies. 
And  the  same  very  learned  author  adds — ‘‘So  it  lies  not  if  it  appeariq*^ 
“that  a fire  lighted  for  the  burning  of  stubble,  &c.,  by  a sudden  wind  or|y^, 
“other  inevitable  accident,  without  the  fault  of  the  defendant  or  his  ser-l 


(a)  6 Anne,  ch.  31;  14  Geo.  III.  ch.  78,  secs.  85-86. 
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**  vants,  burns  the  corn  of  another.”  Though  there  are  many  other  cases 
which  would  supply  reasoning  from  analogy  in  support  of  the  principle 
thus  laid  down,  yet  the  single  case  relied  upon  by  the  Chief  Baron  is  that 
of  Taberville  v.  Stamp, reported  by  himself  («),  by  Lord  Raymond,  Salkeld, 
Holt,  and  in  several  other  reports.  And  this  case  is  certainly  expressly 
to  the  point,  and  warrants  the  doctrine  laid  down ; and,  unless  it  can  be 
shewn  to  have  been  over-ruled,  it  must  govern  in  this  case.  It  is  reported 
in  12  Mod.  152,  in  a clear  and  concise  manner,  and  stripped  of  anything 
extraneous  to  the  main  point  which  is  the  question  here.  On  that  account 
only  I refer  to  the  case  as  it  is  there  given ; for,  if  the  report  differed 
materially  in  its  effect  from  the  account  of  the  case  given  by  the  other 
reporters,  we  should  doubtless  feel  more  safe  in  relying  upon  some  of 
them.  The  action  was  upon  the  case  for  negligently  keeping  defendant’s 
fire;  and  the  declaration  charged  that  defendant  so  carelessly  kept  the 
lire  in  his  close,  that  it  burnt  the  plaintiff’s  heath  in  his  field.  After 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  it  was  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  action 
would  only  lie  on  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case  for  actual  negli- 
gence, whereas  here  it  was  grounded  on  a supposed  general  custom  of 
the  nation  ; and,  as  I understand  the  case,  the  objection  intended  to  be 
urged  was,  that  the  plaintiff  by  so  stating  his  grievances  relied  upon  the 
<iustom  of  the  nation,  as  supplying  the  presumption  of  negligence  in  such 
cases  from  the  mere  occurrence  of  the  accident,  and  when  there  might  in 
fact  have  been  no  negligence ; in  short,  that  it  placed  the  defendant  on 
.the  same  footing  in  that  respect  as  a common  carrier.  Turton,  Justice, 
l|  observed,  “ There  is  a difference  between  fire  in  a man’s  house  and  in  the 
S field  : in  some  counties  it  is  a necessary  part  of  husbandry  to  make  fire 
I-  “ in  the  ground  and  some  unavoidable  accident  may  carry  it  into  a neigh- 
l hour’s  ground,  and  do  injury  there ; and  this  fire  not  being  so  properly  in 
I “ his  custody  as  the  fire  in  his  house,  I think  this  is  not  actionable  as  it  is 
laid.”  But  by  Holt,  C.  J.,  and  the  other  judges,  ^‘Every  man  must  so 
1^:  use  his  own  as  not  to  injure  another.  The  law  is  general ; the  fire  which 

' a man  makes  in  his  fields  is  as  much  his  fire  as  his  fire  in  his  house ; it 
‘‘  is  made  on  his  grounds,  with  his  materials,  and  by  his  order, and  he  must 
at  his  peril  take  care  that  it  does  not  through  his  neglect  injure  his 
“ neighbour ; if  he  kindle  it  a proper  time  and  place,  and  the  violence 
‘‘  of  the  wind  carry  it  into  his  neighbour’s  ground,  and  prejudice  him,this 
is  fit  to  be  given  in  evidence.  But  now  here,  it  is  found  to  have  been  by 
‘‘  his  negligence,  and  it  is  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  in  his  house.”  It  was 
after  verdict,  and  negligence  was  charged  in  the  declaration  ; and  there - 
' fore  they  held  they  could  not  arrest  the  judgment.  This  contains  all  the 
doctrine  under  consideration.  We  cannot  distinguish  the  case  from  the 
one  before  us.  The  court  did  not  then  hold  that  the  person  lighting  the 
fire  must  take  care  at  all  events  that  it  does  not  injure  his  neighbour,  but 
that  he  must  take  care  that  it  shall  not  do  so  “ through  his  neglect.” 
And  this  doctrine,  and  the  authority  of  this  case, was  most  fully  recognized 
in  the  recent  case  of  A^aughan  v.  Menlove  (b).  what  would  be  neglect 
and  what  not,  under  the  circumstances  of  each  case,  may  sometimes  give 
rise  to  nice  questions,  some  of  which  may  be  considered  not  to  rest  wholly 
with  the  jury,  such  as  the  necessity  and  sufficiency  of  notice  to  the  parties 


(a)  Comyn’s  Reports,  32. 


(b)  3 Bing.  N.  C.  476, 


452 


queen’s  bench,  HILARY  TERM,  9 VIC. 


whose  lands  adjoin  of  the  intention  to  set  fire.  But  in  this  case  the 
objection  taken  is  the  broad  one,  that  the  defendant  must  be  liable  at  all 
events — a doctrine  which  cannot,  in  our  opinion  be  maintained.  The 
verdict  is  not  moved  against  as  being  against  the  weight  of  evidence ; and, 
if  it  were,  we  should  require  a strong  case,  when  the  verdict  is  for  the 
defendant,  to  grant  a second  trial  in  such  an  action.  We  ought  not  in- 
deed to  do  it,  unless  we  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  jury,  upon  the 
evidence  before  them,  ought  to  have  found  a verdict  for  the  other  party. 

Kule  refused. 


Hamilton  v.  Anderson. 


In  debt  on  bond,  the  condition  set  out  was  for  the  performance  of  the  office  and 
duty  of  deputy  sheriff  for  six  months,  and  for  such  other  period  as  the  sheriff 
and  deputy  should  agree  upon  and  endorse  upon  the  bond  ; and,  in  answer  to 
a plea  of  performance,  the  plaintiff  replied,  setting  out  that  the  period  had  been 
extended,  but  did  not  aver  that  the  extension  was  made  during  the  period  of 
six  months  ; the  replication  was  held  bad. 

An  order  for  the  commital  to  close  custody  of  a debtor  upon  the  limits  should  be 
directed  to  the  sheriff,  and  follow  the  form  prescribed  in  the  statute. 

Where  in  an  action  on  a bond  by  a sheriff  against  his  deputy,  the  breach  assigned 
within  the  terms  of  the  condition  was,  that  an  order  of  a judge  was  delivered 
to  the  deputy  for  the  committal  to  close  custody  of  a debtor  who  had  been 
admitted  to  the  limits,  and  that  the  deputy  arrested  him  but  suffered  him  to 
escape;  the  breach  was  held  bad,  because  it  was  not  alleged  either  that  the 
debtor  was  on  the  limits  at  the  time  the  order  was  delivered  to  the  deputy,  or 
that  he  was  arrested  on  the  limits  by  the  deputy  under  the  crder. 


Debt  on  bond  by  the  plaintiff,  the  sheriff  of  the  District  of  London, 
against  the  defendant.  The  defendant  sets  out  the  bond  and  condition 


on  oyer,  as  follows  ; Whereas,  the  above-named  James  Hamilton  beinc 


“ appointed  sheriff  of  the  London  District,  is  willing  to  employ  the  said 
“ Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield  as  his  deputy,  to  perform  the  duties  of 
“ deputy  sheriff  for  the  period  of  six  months  to  he  computed  from  the  date 
“ of  these  presents;  and  for  such  further  period  as  the  said  James  Hamilton 
“ and  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield  may  here  after  agree  upon;  which 
further  agreement  or  period  shall  be  endorsed  on  the  back  of  this  writing, 
“ and  be  considered  equally  valid  as  if  inserted  in  the  body  thereof.  And 
“ the  said  Joseph  B.  Clench,  Alexander  Anderson,  Samuel  Peters  and 
“ John  O’Neill  have  agreed  to  go  security  to  the  said  James  Hamilton 
‘‘  for  the  due  performance  of  the  duties  of  the  said  office,  by  the  said 
“ Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield,  during  the  said  period.  Now  the  condition 
“ of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield  shall 
“ well  and  truly,honestly  and  sufficiently, during  the  said  term  of  six  months, 
“ or  so  long  as  he  shall  continue  in  the  said  offico  of  deputy  sheriff  of  the 
London  District,  execute  and  perform  the  same  carefully,  and  well  and 
“ truly  and  honestly  demean  himself  therein,  and  shall  during  the  said 
term  well  and  truly,  honestly  and  sufficiently  and  legally  execute  and  | 
cause  and  procure  to  be  executed  all  and  every  writ  and  writs,  process 
“ and  processes,  warrant  and  warrants,  precept  and  precepts,  mandate 
and  mandates,  directed  or  to  he  directed  from  our  sovereign  lady  the 
“ Queen,  her  heirs  and  successors,  from  and  out  of  all  and  every  or  any 
“ of  her  Majesty’s  courts  at  Toronto,  or  any  other  court  elsewhere  or 
“ otherwise,  or  from  any  commissioner  or  commissioners,  justices  of  the| 
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^ ‘peace,  or  other  person  or  persons,  officer  or  officers,  which  have  or  shall 
“have  authority  thereto,  io  the  said  sheriff  of  the  London  District^  which 
“during  the  said  time  shall  be  or  to  be* executed,  and  which  shall  he 
“placed  in  the  hands  of  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield  to  be  executed, 
“and  of  the  same  to  be  executed,  and  every  of  them,  in  all  fit,  due  and 
“convenient  time  shall  make  true  and  sufficient  returns  at  the  several 
“days,  times  and  places,  according  as  the  sheriff,  by  the  said  writs,  pro- 
“cesses,  warrants,  precepts,  mandates,  or  any  of  them,  shall  be  required, 
“limited  or  appointed  to  return  the  same;  and  also  shall,  during  the  said 
“term,  and  at  all  times  afterwards,  save  harmless,  and  keep  indemnified  the 
“said  James  Hamilton,  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  and 
“his  and  their  goods  and  chattels,  lands  and  tenements,  hereditaments 
“and  estates,  and  every  part  and  parcel  thereof,  of  and  from  all  manner 
“of  action  and  actions,  cause  and  causes  of  action,  suits,  fines,  and 
“amercements,  pains,  and  sum  and  sums  of  money,  penalties  and  con- 
“tempts,  forfeitures,  judgments,  executions,  damages,  costs  and  losses, 
“and  of  and  from  all  and  every  other  trouble,  charges  and  incumbrances 
“that  shall  or  may  happen  for  or  by  reason  of  the  executing,  not  exe- 
“cuting,  returning,  not  returning  or  misreturning,  or  not  due  returning 
“or  executing  of  any  of  the  said  writs,  process  or  processes,  mandate  or 
“mandates,  precept  or  precepts,  warrant  or  warrants,  and  without  any 
“trouble,  costs,  damages  or  expenses  thereof,  to  be  incurred  or  expended 
“by  the  said  James  Hamilton,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  in, 
“about,  or  touching  the  same ; and  also,  if  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Scho- 
“field  shall  and  do,  so  soon  as  he  shall  receive  the  same  account,  and 
“pay  over  unto  the  said  James  Hamilton,  his  heirs,  executors  and 
“'administrators,  all  such  sum  or  sums  of  money,  fees  or  perquisites, 
“which  he  shall  in  any  wise  receive  by  virtue  of  his  said  office  of  deputy 
“sheriff,  as  aforesaid;  and  generally,  if  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield  , 
“Joseph  B.  Clench,  Alexander  Anderson,  Samuel  Peters  and  John 
“O’J^eill,  their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  from  and  against 
“all  and  every  damages,  costs,  losses  and  inconveniences,  for  or  by  reason 
“of  any  negligences,  abuses,  misdemeanours,  commission  or  commissions, 
5 “omission  or  omissions,  default,  delay  and  contempts,  or,  for,  or  by  reason  of 
“any  other  matter,  cause  or  thing,  that  should  or  ought  at  any  time  in  any 
“way  whatsoever  to  be  done  and  performed  by  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram 
“Schofield,  as  such  deputy  sheriff,  during  the  said  period  of  six  months, 
“then  this  obligation  to  be  void  ; otherwise,  to  remain  in  full  force,  virtue 
“and  effect:”  which  being  read  and  heard,  the  said  defendant  says,  that 
from  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  from  the 
" time  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield  took  upon  himself  the  duties  of 
g his  office,  mentioned  in  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory, 
hitherto,  until  the  period  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  he,  the  said 
i/j  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield,  hath  well  and  truly,  honestly  and  sufficiently, 
during  the  said  term  of  six  months,  and  so  long  as  he  has  continued  in 
the  said  office  of  deputy  sheriff  of  the  London  District,  executed  and 
performed  the  same  carefully,  and  hath  well  and  truly  and  honestly 
demeaned  himself  therein ; and  hath  during  the  said  term  well,  honestly 
and  sufficiently  and  legally  executed  and  caused  and  procured  to  be  exe- 
cuted all  and  every  writ  and  writs,  process  and  processes,  warrant  and 
warrants,  precept  and  precepts,  mandate  and  mandates,  directed^  from  our 
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sovereign  lady  the  Queen,  from  and  out  of  all  and  every  of  her  Majesty  ’s 
courts  at  Toronto,  or  any  other  courts  elsewhere  or  otherwise,  or  from 
any  other  commissioner  or  commissicners,  justices  of  the  peace,  or  other 
person  or  persons,  officer  or  officers,  which  had  authority  thereto,  to  the 
said  sheriff  of  the  London  District,  which  duringthe  said  term  was  placed 
in  the  hands  of  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield  to  he  executed,  and 
of  the  same  to  be  executed,  and  every  of  them,  in  all  fit,  due  and  conve- 
nient time,  hath  made  true  and  sufficient  returns  at  the  several  days, 
times  and  places,  according  as  the  said  sheritf,  by  the  said  writs,  pro- 
cesses, warrants,  precepts,  mandates,  or  any  of  them,  was  required,  limited 
or  appointed  to  return  the  same  ; and  the  defendant  further  saith,  that 
during  the  said  time,  and  at  all  times  hitherto,  the  said  plaintiff",  and  his 
goods,  chattels,  lands  and  tenements,  hereditaments  and  estates,  and 
every  part  and  parcel  thereof,  hath  been  saved  harmless,  and  kept  indem- 
nified of  and  from  all  manner  of  action  or  actions,  cause  and  causes  of 
action,  suits,  fines  and  amercements,  pains,  sum  and  sums  of  money, 
penalties,  contempts,  forfeitures,  judgments,  executions,  damages,  costs 
and  losses,  and  of  and  from  all  and  every  other  trouble,  charge  and  in- 
cumbrances that  hath  happened  for  or  by  reason  of  the  executing  or  not 
executing,  returning  or  not  returning,  misreturning  or  not  due  returning 
or  executing  of  any  of  the  said  writ  or  writs,  process  or  processes,  mandate 
or  mandates,  precept  or  precepts,  warrant  or  warrants,  and  without  any 
trouble,  costs,  damages  or  expenses  thereof  sustained,  incurred  or  ex- 
pended by  the  said  plaintiff  in,  about  or  touching  the  same  j and  the  defen- 
dant further  saith,  that  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield  hath,  as  he 
received  the  same,  accounted  and  paid  over  unto  the  said  plaintiff  all 
such  sum  and  sums  of  money,  fees  or  perquisites  which  he  hath  in  any 
wise  received  by  virtue  of  the  said  office  of  deputy  sheriff,  as  aforesaid  ; 
and  generally,  of  and  from  and  against  all  and  every  damage,  costs,  losses 
and  inconveniences,  for  dr  by  reason  of  any  negligences,  abuses,  misde- 
meanours, commission  or  commissions,  omission  or  omissions,  default, 
delay  or  contempts,  of,  for,  or  by  reason  of  any  m atter,  cause  or  thing  that 
should  or  ought  at  any  time  in  any  way  whatsoever  to  be  done  and  per- 
formed by  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield,  as  such  deputy  sheriff, 
during  the  said  period  of  six  months,  according  to  the  said  condition;  and 
this  the  defendant  is  ready  to  verify,  &c. — The  plaintiff  replies,  that  the 
said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield,  during  all  the  period  of  six  months  from 
the  date  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  continued  in  the  said  office  of 
deputy  sheriff;  and  the  plaintiff"  further  saith,  that  after  the  making  of 
the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  day  of  January,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1844,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  recital  in  the  said  writing 
obligatory  in  that  behalf,  by  a certain  agreement  in  writing  made  between 
the  said  plaintiff  and  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield,  and  endorsed 
upon  the  said  writing  obligatory,  it  was  agreed  between  the  said  plaintiff 
and  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield,  that  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram 
Schofield  should  continue  in  the  office  of  deputy  sheriff  (meaning  the  said 
office  of  deputy  sheriff")  in  the  said  writing  obligatory  mentioned,  until 
the  4th  day  of  January,  which  will  be  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1845  ; 
and  the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that  thereupon  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram 
Schofield  did  continue  in  the  said  office  of  deputy  sheriff,  and  was  and 
acted  as  such  deputy  sheriff  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  time  of  the  making 
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of  the  last  mentioned  agreement  as  aforesaid  until,  to  wit,  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit  j and  the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that  heretofore,  to  wit, 
on  the  24th  day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1843,  in  the  court 
of  our  lady  the  Queen  at  Toronto,  before  the  Chief  Justice  and  Justices 
of  the  said  court,  by  the  judgment  and  consideration  of  the  same  court, 
certain  parties  or  ]Dersons,  by  the  several  names  of  Daniel  Campbell,  Mal- 
(lolm  McIntyre  and  Duncan  McKellar,  recovered  against  one  Jas.  Cameron 
307Z.  Il5.  4 Jd, which  were  adjudged  to  the  said  Daniel  Campbell, Malcolm 
McIntyre  and  Duncan  McKellar,  in  and  by  the  said  court  for  their  damages 
which  they  had  sustained  as  well  on  occasion  of  the  not  performing  certain 
processes  and  undertakings  before  then  made  by  the  said  James  Cameron 
to  the  said  Daniel  Campbell,  Malcolm  McIntyre  and  Duncan  McKellar,  as 
for  their  costs  and  charges  by  the  said  Daniel  Campbell,  Malcolm  McIntyre 
and  Duncan  McKellar  about  their  suit  in  that  behalf  expended,  whereof  the 
said  Jas.  Cameron  was  convicted;  and  the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that  the 
said  Daniel  Campbell,  Malcolm  McIntyre  and  Duncan  McKellar,  for  having 
execution  of  the  said  judgments,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  day  of 
November  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1843,  in  the  seventh  year  of  the  reign 
of  our  lady  the  Queen,  sued  and  prosecuted  out  of  the  said  court  at 
Toronto,  aforesaid,  a certain  writ  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  called  a capias 
ad  satisfaciendum,  upon  the  said  judgment,  against  the  said  Jas.  Cameron, 
directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  London  District  aforesaid  by  which  said 
writ  our  said  lady  the  Queen  commanded  the  said  sheriff  that  he  should 
take  the  said  J ames  Cameron  and  him  safely  keep,  so  that  he  might  have 
his  body  before  our  lady  the  Queen  at  Toronto  aforesaid,  on  the  first 
day  of  Easter  Term  then  next,  to  satisfy  the  said  Daniel  Campbell,  Mal- 
colm McIntyre  and  Duncan  McKellar,  for  307Z.  11*\  4|d.,  which,  in  the 
said  court  before  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  at  Toronto,  were  awarded  to  the 
said  Daniel  Campbell,  Malcolm  McIntyre  and  Duncan  McKellar,  for  their 
damages  which  they  had  sustained,  as  well  on  occasion  of  not  performing 
certain  promises  and  undertakings  made  by  the  said  James  Cameron  to 
the  said  Daniel  Campbell,  Malcolm  McIntyre  and  Duncan  McKellar,  as 
for  their  costs  and  charges  by  them  about  their  suit  in  that  behalf 
expended,  whereof  the  said  James  Cameron  was  convicted,  as  appeared  to 
our  said  lady  the  Queen  ofrecord,  and  that  ihe  saidsheriff  should  have  there 
then  that  writ ; which  said  writ  afterwards,  and  before  the  delivery  thereof 
to  the  said  sheriff,  was  duly  indorsed  with  a direction  to  the  said  sheriff 
requiring  him  to  levy  the  sum  of  307/.  ID.  4Jc/.,  with  interest  on 
200/.  4s.  from  the  1st  day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1843, 
jl8s.  6c/.  for  that  writ,  Is.  6c/.  postage,  and  the  said  sheriff's  own  fees; 
and  the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that  long  before,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
suing  out  of  the  said  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  and  thence  con- 
tinually afterwards,  and  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  plaintiff, 
as  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  thence  continually  afterwards,  the  plaintiff' 
was  and  has  been,  and  now  is  sheriff  of  the  London  District,  aforesaid, 
and  the  plaintiff  further  saith,  the  said  writ  being  endorsed  as  aforesaid, 
and  the  plaintiff  so  being  sheriff  of  the  London  District  aforesaid  the  said 
writ  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  29  th  day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  1843,  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  as  such  sheriff,  to  be  executed 
in  due  form  of  law ; and  the  plaintiff  saith,  that  the  said  writ  having 
been  so  delivered  to  him,  and  he  being  sheriff  of  the  said  District,  after- 
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^vards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  according  to  the  command 
and  exigency  of  the  said  writ,  did  take  and  arrest  the  said  James  Cameron, 
hy  his  body  and  him  did  safely  keep  in  close  custody  for  a long  space  of 
time  next  following  the  time  of  the  said  arrest,  to  wit,  the  space  of  twenty- 
f mr  hours,  when  the  said  James  Cameron  with  the  leave  and  license 
of  the  plaintiff,  left  and  went  out  of  such  close  custody,  into  and  upon  the 
limits  of  the  gaol  of  the  London  District,  as  assigned  by  law,  and  as 
such  debtor  as  aforesaid,  and  in  custody  under  the  said  writ,  was  and 
remained  loitliin  the  said  limits,  as  it  was  lawful  for  him  to  do,  ac- 
cording to  the  statute  in  that  behalf ; and  the  plaintiff  saith,  that  the 
said  James  Cameron,  being  such  debtor  as  aforesaid,  in  custody  upon  the 
said  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  and  residing  and  remaninig  at  large 
upon  and  within  the  said  limits  of  the  said  gaol,  and  never  having  left  or 
departed  from  the  same,  such  proceedings  wmre  thereupon  had,  that  the 
said  Daniel  Campbell,  Malcolm  McIntyre,  and  Duncan  McKellar,  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of  March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thou- 
sand eight  hundred  and  forty-four,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  that  behalf,  made  application  to  one  of  the  justices  of  the  said  court, 
for  the  purpose  of  confining  the  said  James  Cameron  to  close  custody, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  said  James  Cameron  had  the  means  at  his  dis- 
posal or  within  his  control,  of  satisfying  the  said  debt  for  which  he  was 
in  execution  as  aforesaid,  or  a considerable  portion  thereof,  and  upon  the 
said  application  such  proceedings  were  had,  that  afterwards  to  wit  on  the 
fifth  day  of  March,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  the  Honourable  John  Be- 
verly Robinson,  Chief  Justice  of  the  said  Court,  did  make  an  order  under 
his  hand,  in  the  said  cause,  in  which  the  said  Daniel  Campbell,  Malcolm 
McIntyre,  and  Duncan  McKellar,  were  plaintiffs,  and  the  said  James 
Cameron,  defendant,  that  the  said  James  Cameron,  the  defendant,  in  the 
said  cause,  should  be  committed  to  the  close  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the 
London  District,  it  having  appeared  by  affidavit  and  papers  filed  that  the 
said  James  Cameron  had,  to  wit,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 
order,  the  means  at  his  disposal,  or  within  his  control,  of  satisfying  the 
debt  for  which  he  was  in  execution,  (meaning  the  said  writ  of  capias  ad 
satisfaciendum,)  or  a considerable  portion  thereof;  and  it  also  having 
thereby  appeared,  that  the  said  defendant,  James  Cameron,  had  not  given 
a sufficient  or  satisfactory  schedule  ot  his  real  and  personal  estates,  debts 
and  effects  of  every  description,  pursuant  to  notice  served  upon  him  in  the 
said  cause,  in  which  the  said  Daniel  Campbell,  Malcolm  Mclntrye,  and 
Duncan  McKellar,  were  plaintiffs,  and  the  said  James  Cameron  was 
defendant,  according  to  the  statute ; which  said  order  being  so  made  as 
aforesaid,  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  so  being  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  to  be  executed 
according  to  law.  And  the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that  the  said  Lancaster 
Hiram  Schofield,  being  such  deputy  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  and  bound  by  his 
duty  and  the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  execute,  and  cause  and  procure  to 
be  executed,  all  and  every  writ  and  writs,  process  and  processes,  warrant 
and  warrants,  precept  and  precepts,  mandate  and  mandates,  directed 
from  and  out  of  all  and  every  or  any  of  her  Majesty’s  courts  at  Toronto, 
aforesaid,  or  from  any  commissioner  or  commissioners,  justices  of  the 
peace,  or  other  person  or  persons,  officer  or  officers,  having  authority 
thereto,  to  the  said  sheriff  of  the  London  District,  and  placed  in  the 
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hands  of  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield  to  he  'executed  ; the  said 
plaintiff  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  day  of  March,  in  the  year  last 
aforesaid,  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield,  the 
said  order  so  made  by  the  said  Chief  Justice,  to  be  executed  accord- 
ing to  law,  with  instructions  to  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield  to 
ejGfect  such  execution ; by  virtue  of  which  said  ord«r,  the  said  Lancaster 
Hiram  Schofield,  so  being  deputy  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  afteswards,  and 
whilst  the  said  order  and  instructions  were  in  full  force,  to  wit,  on  the 
7th  day  of  March,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  and  within  the  said  district 
of  the  said  plaintiff,  took  and  arrested  the  said  James  Cameron  by  his 
body,  and  then,  by  virtue  of  the  said  order  and  instructions,  had  and 
detained  him  in  custody  under  the  said  order, and  kept  and  detained  him 
in  custody  from  thence  until  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield,  so  being 
deputy  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  aftewards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesaid,  without  the  leave  or  license,  and  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff 
and  of  the  said  Daniel  Campbell,  Malcolm  McIntyre,  and  Duncan 
McKellar,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  wrongfully  suffered  and  permitted  the 
said  James  Cameron  to  escape  and  go  at  large  wheresoever  he  would,  out 
of  the  custody  of  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield,  he  the  said  Lan- 
caster Hiram  Schofield  so  then  being  and  acting  as  such  deputy  sheriff  as 
aforesaid,  by  reason  whereof  the  said  plaintiff  thereupon  became  liable  to 
pay  to  the  said  Daniel  Campbell,  Malcolm  McIntyre,  and  Duncan 
McKellar,  the  whole  amount  of  the  said  sum  of  money  endorsed  upon  the 
said  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  and  interest  thereon,  amounting  in 
the  whole  to  a large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  400?.,  due  and 
owing  from  the  said  James  Cameron  to  the  said  Daniel  Campbell,Malcolm 
McIntyre,  and  Duncan  McKellar,  upon  and  under  the  said  judgment  and 
writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  upon  which  the  said  James  Cameron  had 
been  in  custody  as  aforesaid ; and  being  so  liable,  the  said  plaintiff  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  was  called  upon,  and 
forced  and  compelled  to  pay  to  the  said  Daniel  Campbell,  Malcolm 
McIntyre,  and  Duncan  McKellar,  the  amount  of  their  claim  against  the 
said  James  Cameron,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  a large  sum  of  money, 
to  wit,  the  sum  of  400Z.,  and  thereby  he  the  said  plaintiff  hath  sustained 
great  loss  and  damage,  to  wit,  the  sum  last  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  form 
and  effect  of  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  this  the 
plaintiff  is  ready  to  verify,  &c.  And  for  assigning  a further  breach  of  the 
said  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  the  plaintiff  saith,  that  he 
the  plaintiff  being  so  liable,  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  to  pay  to  the  said 
Daniel  Campbell,  Malcolm  McIntyre,  and  Duncan  McKellar,  the  amount 
of  their  said  claim  against  the  said  James  Cameron,  under  and  upon  the 
said  judgment  and  writ  as  aforesaid,  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield, 
and  the  said  Joseph  B.  Clinch,  and  the  said  Samuel  Peters,  and  the  said 
J ohn  O’JS'eil,  and  the  said  defendant  in  the  said  writing  obligatory  named, 
did  not  nor  would,  nor  did  nor  would  any  of  them,  save  harmless  and 
indemnify  the  said  plaintiff  from  all  or  any  of  the  damages,  costs  and 
losses,  arising  and  happening  by  reason  of  the  not  executing,  by  the  said 
Lancaster  Hiram  Schofield,  of  the  said  order,  as  in  the  said  replication  to 
the  said  plea  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  although  the  said 
defendant  had,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  notice  thereof,  but  on 
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ihe  contrary  thereof,  they,  and  each  of  them,  -wholly  refused  so  to  do  : 
whereupon  and  whereby  the  sa'd  plaintiff,  being  so  liable  as  aforesaid, 
afterwards  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1844, 
was  called  upon,  and  forced  and  obliged  to,  and  did  tlien  pay,  to  the  said 
Daniel  Campbell,  Malcolm  McIntyre,  and  Duncan  McKellar,  the  amount 
of  their  said  claim  against  the  said  James  Cameron,  amounting  in  the 
whole  to  the  said  sura  of  400Z.,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  and  is  much 
damnified,  to  wit,  to  the  said  sum  of  400Z. : and  so  the  plaintiff  in  fact 
saith,  that  the  defendant  hath  not  hitherto  in  all  thing  performed,, 
executed  and  fulfilled  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory  on  his 
pai't  to  be  performed,  and  this  the  plaintiff  is  ready  to  verify,  &c . 

To  the  first  replication,  the  defendaht  demurs  speciall}'-,  because  it  is  not 
stated  therein  that  the  said  order  of  the  Chief  Justice  was  delivered  to  the 
defendant  after  the  execution  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  or  while  the 
same  was  in  force,  or  while  the  said  James  Cameron  was  remaining  on  the 
said  limits;  and  also,  because  it  does  not  appear  whether  such  delivery 
was  before  or  after  the  said  agreement  in  writing  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant ; and  also  because  there  is  no  profert  made  of  the  said 
agreement  in  writing,  which  there  ought  to  have  been  if  the  plaintiff' 
desires  to  make  it  a part  of  the  said  writing  obligatory ; and  also  because 
it  is  not  stated  whether  the  said  order  was  obtained  in  term  time  or  vaca- 
tion ; and  also  because  it  does  not  appear  that  the  said  James  Cameron 
had  any  notice  of  the  said  proceedings  to  commit  him  to  due  custody,  or 
that  any  summons  or  rule  in  that  behalf  was  served  upon  the  said  James 
Cameron ; and  also  because  the  said  order  is  not  framed  as  the  statute 
directs,  nor  does  it  give  any  direction  to  the  sheriff  to  apprehend  the  said 
James  Cameron ; and  also,  because  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  said  James 
(Cameron  was  on  the  limits  when  arrested  by  the  said  Lancaster  Hiram 
Schofield,but  only  that  he  arrested  him  within  the  district  of  the  plaintiff; 
and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  said  arrest  or  escape  took  place  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit;  and  also,  that  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  defen- 
dant did  not  commit  the  said  James  Cameron  to  close  custody,  according: 
to  the  said  order;  nor  whether  the  said  James  Cameron  escaped  and 
went  beyond  the  said  limits,  or  remained  upon,  or  returned  to  the  said 
limits  after  the  arrest  on  the  said  order ; and  also  because  the  first  breach 
is  in  other  respects  uncertain,  informal  and  insufficient. 

And  the  defendant  says, that  the  second  breach  above  assigned, is  not  suf- 
ficient in  law,  for  the  following  causes,  that  is  to  say  : that  the  said  breach 
shews  no  other  or  different  subject  matter  from  that  contained  in  the  first 
breach,  and  no  distinct  breach  could  be  assigned  therein  as  it  is  stated  and 
set  forth  ; and  that  the  said  second  breach  comes  within  the  rule  against 
double  pleading,  and  is  bad  as  offering  a double  statement  of  the  same 
matter  contained  in  the  first  breach  ; and  also,  because,  if  the  second 
breach  is  otherwise  well  assigned,  it  should  set  forth  in  full  the  proceed- 
ings by  which  the  plaintiff  was  damnified,  and  not  refer  to  them  in  the 
manner  in  which  they  are  referred  to  in  the  said  breach  ; and  because,  if 
the  said  proceedings  can  be  so  referred  to,  they  are  liable  to,  and  the 
defendant  urges  against  them,  the  same  objections  as  are  contained  in 
the  demurrer  to  the  said  first  breach ; and  the  liability  of  the  plaintiff,  for 
the  causes  aforesaid,  is  uncertain,  as  not  referring  to  the  causes  in  the 
said  first  breach,  but  leaving  it  to  be  conjectured  what  causes  the  plaintiff' 
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meant  to  refer  to ; and  also,  because,  if  the  said  causes  were  those  con- 
i' tained  in  the  first  breach,  the  second  breach  is  double  in  this,  in  shewing^ 
l a breach  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  by  the  escape  of  the  said  Jame& 

I Cameron ; and  also,  in  not  indemnifying  the  plaintift  from  his  liability  in 
[ consequence  of  that  escape  ; and  also,  because  the  said  breach  is  in  other 
'respects  uncertain,  informal,  and  insufficient,  &c. 

\ J.  Hilhjard  Cameron  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — In  addition  to  the 
[objections  which  the  defendant  has  raised  to  the  plaintiff’s  replications 
i on  special  demurrer,  he  urges  two  other  grounds  of  objection  on  general 
I demurrer  j first,  that  the  sureties  are  not  liable  for  any  default  of  the 
I deputy  sheriff,  which  may  have  happened  after  the  expiration  of  the  period 
f' of  six  months  mentioned  in  the  bond  j and,  secondly,  that  there  is  no- 
express  allegation,  that  the  debtor  in  the  writ  of  execution  did  escape. 
Upon  the  first  point,  the  condition  of  the  bond  certainly  appears  in  many 
parts  to  be  intended  to  confine  the  liability  of  the  sureties  to  the  period 
\ of  six  months  ; while  in  other  parts  it  would  seem  that  their  liability  was 
palso  to  extend  over  any  further  period  that  might  be  agreed  upon  between 
the  principals,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  condition.  In  the  conclusion 
bf  the  condition  their  liability  is  expressly  confined  to  the  period  of  six 
I months ; and  that  being  so  expressly  stated  there,  “ the  period  of  time  ” 

" and  “ the  said  period,”  referred  to  in  other  parts  of  the  condition,  ought 
to  be  construed  to  apply  to  the  six  months  only,  and  not  to  be  extended 
to  any  other  period  that  might  afterwards  be  agreed  upon  between  the 
' parties.  The  default  which  is  complained  of  as  a breach  of  the  condi- 
tion occurred  after  the  six  months  had  expired  ; and  this  defendant  must; 
be  discharged  from  the  bond,  if  the  condition  now  contended  for  is  held 
;:to  be  the  correct  one.  On  the  second  point,  there  is  no  escape  of  the 
;i  debtor  distinctly  alleged  ; it  is  averred  only  that  the  deputy  sheriff  “ per- 
mitted and  suffered  him  to  escape  and  go  at  large,”  but  no  actual  escape 
is  stated  ; and  although  he  may  have  permitted  and  suffered  him  t<  ► 
escape,  it  by  no  means  follows  from  the  use  of  these  words,  that  he  di'l 
in  fact  escape.  It  is  true  that  this  form  of  declaration  is  adopted  in 
actions  against  sheriffs  for  escapes,  but  it  is  not  therefore  necessarily 
correct  ; and  this  action  is  against  a surety,  and  not  against  the  sheriff 
himself ; the  averment  to  shew  a breach  of  the  condition  should  be 
direct  and  positive  upon  the  point  which  has  caused  the  forfeiture  of  the 
bond.  The  exceptions  taken  on  special  demurrer  are  very  numerous  ; 
but  there  are  several  on  which  the  defendant  does  not  intend  to  rely.  It 
is  contended  that  profert  should  have  been  made  of  the  agreement 
endorsed  on  the  bond ; it  must  be  looked  upon  as  a part  of  the  bond 
itself,  when  it  became  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  set  it  out  as  a part  of 
his  case ; and  although  it  is  not  itself  under  seal,  yet,  if  it  is  to  be  treated®^ 
as  a part  of  the  bond,  it  must  be  viewed  as  if  it  were  under  seal,  and 
then  profert  of  it  should  be  made.  The  causes  of  demurrer,  referring  to 
the  order  to  commit  to  close  custody,  are  well  assigned.  The  order  was 
applied  for,  and  made  under  4 Will,  lY.,  ch.  10,  sec.  4,  by  which  it  is 
enacted  that,  under  such  circumstances  as  are  set  out  in  the  replication, 
the  court  in  term  time,  or  a judge  in  vacation,  may  make  an  “ order  or 
rule  upon  the  sheriff,  directing  him  to  apprehend  the  debtor,  and  keep 
him  in  custody  within  the  walls  of  the  gaol  of  his  district.”  In  the  first 
place  it  is  contended  that  it  should  have  been  expressly  stated  that  this 
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order  was  made  in  vacation  ; but  that  does  not  appear.  It  should  also  have 
been  shewn  that  it  was  made  and  delivered  to  the  deputy  sheriff,  after 
the  making  of  the  bond,  and  the  enlargement  of  the  time,  and  that  it  was 
such  an  order  as  the  statute  contemplated ; not  merely  an  order  that  the 
debtor  should  be  committed  to  the  close  custody  of  the  sheriff,  but  an 
order  directed  to  him,  and  following  the  very  words  pointed  out  in  the 
statute.  There  are  also  the  further  objections,  that  the  plaintiff  does  not 
allege  either  that  the  debtor  was  on  the  limits  when  the  order  was 
delivered  to  the  deputy  sheriff,  or  that  he  was  arrested  on  the  limits  under 
the  order,  or  that  he  escaped  from  thence  ; all  which  were  essentially 
necessary  for  a correct  statement  of  the  plaintiff’s  cause  of  action.  The 
second  breach  assigned  by  the  plaintiff  is  open  to  these  same  objections. 
Upon  all  these  grounds,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

Vankouglmet  contra. — The  general  rule  as  to  the  construction  of  bonds 
is,  that  they  shall  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  obligor  ; and  upon 
the  first  objection  raised  on  general  demurrer,  this  rule  must  hold  peeu- 
liarly  against  the  defendant,  as  in  his  plea  of  performance  of  the  condition 
he  has  not  confined  himself  to  the  six  months  only,  but  has  extended  his 
defence  to  the  enlarged  time,  shewing  thereby  his  own  construction  of  the 
instrument  as  a binding  contract  upon  him  after  the  six  months  had 
expired — a construction  which  must  be  borne  out  by  the  whole  language 
and  tenor  of  the  bond,  although  there  are  some  parts  which  would  seem 
to  militate  against  it.  There  are  some  precedents  in  actions  against 
sheriffs  forescapes,  where  the  declaration  is  framed  to  meet  the  objection 
urged  here  ; but  the  majority  of  the  precedents  merely  state  that  the 
permitted  and  suffered  the  debtor  to  escape,  without  making  any 
express  averment  that  he  actually  did  escape.  The  only  ground  upon 
which  the  deputy  sheriff  or  his  sureties  can  resist  this  action  is,  that  the 
order  and  proceedings  to  arrest  are  void,  because  if  they  are,  the  sheriff 
would  not  have  been  liable  in  an  action  for  the  escape  ; and  consequently 
his  deputy  cannot  be  charged  for  the  injury  which  the  sheriff  alleges  he 
has  sustained — an  injury  which  he  must  have  suffered  through  his  own 
neglect  in  not  making  a proper  defence  to  the  action  for  the  escape,  and 
not  for  any  other  cause.  But  the  objections  made  by  the  defendant  do 
not  shew  that  the  sheriff  would  have  been  released  from  an  action*for  the 
escape  j they  are  objections  rather  to  the  form,  than  to  the  substance  of 
the  proceedings,  shewing  that  the  order  was  voidable,  not  void.  There 
was  no  prefer t of  the  agreement  necessary,  as  it  was  not  a sealed  instru- 
ment, and  the  agreement  was  in  fact  set  out  in  the  replication.  The 
other  objections  that  have  been  urged  for  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  , 
allowed  to  prevail,  because  it  does  sufficiently  appear  on  all  the  pleadings 
that  the  order  was  made  and  delivered  to  the  deputy  sheriff  after  the 
making  of  the  bond  and  endorsement ; and  that  the  arrest  under  the 
judge’s  order,  and  the  escape  therefrom,  both  took  place  while  the  debtor 
was  on  the  limits. 

JdoBiNSON,  C.J, — The  first  ground  on  general  demurrer  is  that  the 
sureties  are  not  by  the  language  of  the  condition  bound  for  any  longer 
period  than  the  first  six  months  after  the  date  of  the  bond.  It  is  very 
clear,  I think,  that  no  distinction  can  be  made  upon  the  words  of  this 
condition  between  the  deputy  sheriff  and  his  sureties.  If  the  bond 
applies  in  regard  to  the  deputy  for  any  period  of  service  beyond  the 
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first  six  montlis,  in  case  of  the  time  being  agreed  to  be  extended,  it 
must  apply  equally  to  the  sureties.  There  can  be  no  doubt  what  was 
intended  ; and  where  the  meaning  is  clear  upon  the  face  of  an  instru- 
ment, the  court  will  lean  strongly  in  favour  of  the  construction  which  will 
effectuate  the  intention.  But  several  questions  arise  upon  this  condition, 
as  it  regards  the  enlarged  period  of  service.  The  six  months  could  only, 
as  I conceive,  be  extended  once ; but  it  is  not  material  to  examine  this 
point,  for  the  plaintiff’s  case  only  sets  forth  one  extension  of  the  period, 

{ and  complains  of  a breach  within  such  extended  time.  He  does  not  aver, 
however,  that  the  agreement  to  extend  the  time  was  made  while  the  bond 
was  in  force — I mean  while  the  relation  of  deputy  under  the  original 
agreement  continued ; but,  on  the  contrary,  he  states  it  to  have  taken 
place  on  the  4th  of  January,  1844,  which  was  on  the  daj’’  after  the  six 
months  had  run  out.  Upon  the  question  whether  the  liability  of  the 
sureties  can  be  taken  to  cover  the  extended  period,  the  recital  clearly 
enough  shews  what  the  intention  was  : — “And  whereas  the  said  A.  B., 
“ &c.  &c.,  have  agreed  to  go  security  for  the  due  performance,  &c.,  during 
“ the  said  period”  It  is  true  that  the  only  certain  period  that  had  been 
mentioned  before  is  six  months,  but  it  had  just  been  recited  that  the 
extended  time  (if  there  should  be  an  extension)  is  to  be  looked  upon  as 
if  inserted  in  the  body  of  the  bond  ; and,  if  it  had  been  so  inserted,  then 
“ the  said  period”  could  only  refer  to  the  extended  period,  and  the  un- 
dertaking of  the  sureties  would  apply  to  that.  Upon  the  recital,  then, 
it  stands  clear  of  doubt.  The  actual  condition  is,  that  “if  the  defendant 
“ shall,  during  the  six  months,  or  so  long  as  he  shall  continue  in  the  office, 
“ execute  and  perform,  &c.”  If  it  were  not  for  the  exposition  of  the 
meaning  of  the  parties  which  is  given  in  the  recital,  I should  take  this  to 
mean  during  the  six  months,  or  during  any  less  period  that  Schofield  might 
continue  to  serve  j supposing  it  merely  meant  to  refer  to  the  contingency 
of  his  ceasing  to  be  in  office  before  the  six  months  should  expire.  But 
I think,  with  the  aid  of  the  recital,  we  can  fairly  understand  that  the  parties 
intended  to  cover,  by  the  words  or  so  long  as  he  shall  continue  to  serve,  any 
extended  time  for  which,  by  agreement  according  to  the  condition,  the 
deputation  should  be  continued  ; and,  being  satisfied  that  such  was  the 
meaning,  we  ought  so  to  construe  the  instrument  (and  we  can,  I think,  do 
so  with  reference  to  this  portion  of  it)  without  doing  violence  to  the  ex- 
pression. And  so  we  may  also  understand  the  condition,  in  that  part 
of  it  which  says  that  the  deputy  shall  execute  all  mandates  directed  to 
the  sheriff,  and  delivered  to  him  during  the  said  term,  and  all  writs,  &c., 
which,  during  the  said  term,  shall  come  into  the  hands  of  the  deputy. 
The  said  term  may,  in  these  cases,  be  construed  to  mean  the  term  which 
would  be  in  the  recital,  if  the  time  to  which  the  service  had  been  enlarged 
by  agreement  endorsed  had  been  written  in  the  body  of  the  instrument. 
The  concluding  part  of  the  condition,  however,  throws  a difficulty  in  the 
way  of  this  construction ; for  there,  when  the  obligors  come  to  bind 
themselves  in  general  terms  to  save  the  sheriff  harmless  in  all  things,  &c., 
they  do  limit  their  liability  to  the  original  period  ; for  they  only  undertake 
in  respect  to  things  done  or  omitted,  &c.,  “during  the  said  period  of  six 
months.”  These  words  are  so  expressed  that  perhaps  we  could  not  pro- 
perly enlarge  their  sense  in  any  case  in  which  the  sheriff  might  be  reduced 
to  rely  upon  them  ; and  they  further  make  it  questionable,  whether  such 
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an  express  limitation  in  the  conclusion  of  the  instrument  to  the  “said 
period  of  six  months,”  must  not  he  taken  to  explain  what  the  intention 
was  before,  when  the  words,  “during  the  said  period”  are  used  alone. 
The  condition  is  inaccurately  drawn.  Whoever  framed  it  copied  in  some 
parts  of  it  too  closely  the  form  from  which  he  took  it,  losing  sight  of  the 
special  circumstance  that  the  parties  meant  to  provide  for  a future  exten- 
sion of  the  period.  But  I think  I should  have  held,  that  the  condition 
of  the  bond  as  to  executing  process,  &c.,  would  cover  any  extended 
period  properly  agreed  to  and  endorsed  on  the  bond,  even  if  the  defend- 
u,nt  had  not  by  his  plea  acquiesced,  as  he  certainly  has  done  in  that  con- 
struction j for  he  pleads  that  the  deputy,  from  the  making  of  the  bond  to 

commencement  of  the  suit,  had  always  faithfully  executed  the  office, 
which  would  carry  down  the  period  to  29th  August,  1844  ; and  he  evi- 
dently speaks  of  the  said  term/m  meaning  all  the  time  that  Schofield  was 
in  office — though,  in  pleading  performance  generally  of  the  last  part  of 
the  condition,  he  pleads  it  properly  in  the  words  of  the  condition,  i.  e. 
“during  the  said  six  months.” 

On  the  whole,  my  opinion  is,  that  the  intent  of  the  parties  is  so  obvi- 
ous on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  that  we  cannot  properly  give  way  to 
the  objection, that  the  defendant’s  liability  throughout  the  condition  is  con- 
fined to  the  six  months  ; for  I think  the  fair  construction  is  otherwise, 
though  the  language  could  scarcely  have  been  so  construed  as  to  afford 
more  room  for  plausible  objection  in  that  respect. 

The  second  exception  on  general  demurrer  is,  that  it  does  not  in 
express  terms  charge  that  Cameron  did  in  fact  escape,  but  only  that 
Schofield,  the  deputy,  wrongfully  suffered  and  permitted  him  to  escape  ; 
which,  is  contended,  does  not  necessarily  imply  that  he  did  escape, 
but  only  that  he  was  at  liberty  to  do  so.  In  this  respect,  the  declaration 
conforms  to  the  usual  mode  of  declaring  in  such  cases.  There  are  some 
precedents  of  declarations  for  escape,  in  which  it  is  distinctly  averred 
(as  it  is  contended  it  ought  to  he  here)  that  the  debtor  did  escape,  as  well 
as  that  the  officer  suffered  and  permitted  him  to  do  so ; but  the  greater 
number  of  precedents  that  I have  seen,  and  in  books  of  good  authority, 
state  only  as  this  does,  that  the  officer  wrongfully  suffered  and  permitted 
the  debtor  to  escape,  without  adding  that  the  debtor  did  escape  and  go 
at  large,  &c.  In  Jones  v.  Pope  (a)  the  declaration,  which  is  given  in  full, 
exactly  resembles  the  present  in  this  particular.  The  record  was  then 
before  the  court  upon  demurrer  ; and  though  Saunders  himself  took  other 
exceptions  to  the  declaration,  he  made  no  objection  for  want  of  a suffi- 
ciently direct  charge  that  the  debtor  had  escaped. 

As  to  the  special  causes  assigned,  the  replication,  in  my  opinion,  ought 
to  have  averred  that  the  order  to  commit  to  close  custody  was  delivered 
after  the  making  of  the  writing  obligatory,  and  of  the  enlargement  of 
time,  and  during  the  period  for  which  th  s defendant  was  answerable. 
This  appears  to  me  indispensable,  in  order  to  bring  the  default  within 
the  scope  of  the  defendant’s  liability  ; and  I think  the  replication  clearly 
bad  on  account  of  this  defect. 

Further,  the  replication  does  not  shqw  a legal  arrest  under  the  judge’s 
order ; for  it  does  not  in  any  manner  aver  that  Cameron  was  on  the 
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limits,  when  the  order  was  delivered  to  Schofield,  nor  that  Schofield 
4irrested  him  on  the  limits. 

•.  ISTo  profert  of  the  endorsement,  I think,  was  necessary.  It  was  not  by 
ideed,  and  was  not  required  to  be  so.  It  was  on  the  same  paper  of 
which  a profert  had  already  been  made ; if  it  is  a part  of  the  condition, 
it  appears  on  the  instrument ; but  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  part  of  the 
j.  condition,  because  it  is  averred  to  have  been  made  on  another  day  (a). 
The  order  to  commit  need  not  have  been  averred  to  have  been  made  in 
vacation.  Being  set  out  as  the  order  of  a judge,  made  according  to  the 
statute,  it  will  be  presumed,  in  this  action  against  the  sureties  for  a mis- 
feasance of  the  deputy  sheriff,  to  have  been  regularly  made,  till  the  defen- 
dant shews  the  contrary.  And  for  the  same  reason,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary, I think,  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  shewn  that  the  order  was 
made  upon  summons  granted  and  served. 

The  objection  to  the  form  of  the  order,  as  set  out,  seems  to  have  weight. 
It  is  not  set  out  as  an  order  directed  to  the  sheriff,  but  merely  command- 
ing that  the  “said  James  Cameron  should  be  committed  to  the  close 
•“  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  London  District.”  Such  an  order,  the 
j?tatute  says  (^),  shall  be  made  “upon  the  sheriff,  directing  him  to  appre- 
■“hend  the  defendant,  and  keep  him  in  custody  within  the  walls  of  the 
“ gaol  of  his  district.”  If  the  deputy  sheriff,  receiving  such  an  order,  acted 
upon  it,  and  took  the  debtor,  and  if  such  arrest  would  not  be  illegal  and 
void,  then  the  sheriff  would  be  liable  for  an  escape  ; and  it  would  perhaps 
follow  as  a consequence,  that  the  default  of  the  deputy  in  regard  to  such 
arrest,  would  produce  the  liability  of  himself  and  his  sureties ; but  I 
doubt  whether  this  replication  can  be  upheld  against  this  exception ; 
because  the  allegation  is,  that  Schofield  was  bound  by  his  duty  and  by 
the  obligation,  to  execute  a mandate,  which  was  not  itself  directed  to 
! the  sheriff;  but  I apprehend  he  was  not  so  bound,  and  the  repugnance 
appears  on  the  record,  because  the  replication  expressly  sets  out  what  his 
duty  was. 

It  does  not  appear  to  be  necessary  to  aver,  that  the  escape  was  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit.  There  is  nothing,  I think,  in  the  remain- 
ing exceptions  to  the  manner  in  which  the  first  breach  is  charged ; the 
escape  is  certainly  well  stated. 

With  regard  to  the  second  breach,  there  is  nothing  wrong  in  the 
plaintiff  alleging  several  breaches  in  his  replication.  The  statute  allows 
him  to  do  so  ; and  in  stating  this  second  breach,  the  plaintiff  can  well 
adopt  and  refer  to  the  matters  set  out  before  in  his  replication,  so  far  as 
they  are  applicable  and  necessary.  But  then,  of  course,  if  there  is  any 
error  or  defect  in  the  statements  thus  referred  to,  the  replication  will  in 
those  respects  be  as  insufficient  for  sustaining  the  second  breach,  as  the 
first. 

In  respect  to  both  of  these  breaches,  it  is  our  opinion,  that  the  replica- 
tion must  be  held  bad,  because  in  neither  of  them  does  it  appear,  that  the 
order  to  commit  Cameron  was  delivered  to  the  deputy  sheriff,  during  the 
period  for  which  the  sureties  were  liable. 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  demurrer. 

{a)  6 Mod.  237 ; 8 T.  K.  351  ; Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  0.  &c. 

I (6)  4 Will.  4,  ch.  10,  sec.  4. 
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An  action  on  the  case  in  the  nature  of  conspiracy,  does  not  lie  against  a person  for 
supplanting  another  in  the  purchase  of  goods,  which  had  first  been  contracted 
for  by  the  latter  party;  and  in  every  action  on  the  case  in  the  nature  of  a con- 
spiracy, the  declaration  must  expressly  aver  laalice  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  declares,  for  that  whereas,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
committing  of  the  grievances  by  the  defendant  hereinafter  mentioned , the 
plaintiff  had  been  and  was  in  the  lawful  possession  of  a certain  saw-mill, 
situate  on  the  Grand  Eiver  in  the  said  district,  and  had  been  and  was 
carrying  on  an  extensive  business,  by  purchasing  saw-logs  from  different 
persons  for  the  purpose  of  sawing  the  same  into  boards  at  the  said  saw- 
mill, and  disposing  of  the  said  boards  for  great  gain  and  profit  to  be  there- 
from derived.  And  whereas  also,  before  the  committing  of  the  said 
grievances  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  30th  day  of  December,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1844,  it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  one 
Thomas  Henry  Clarke,  that  he  the  said  Thomas  Henry  Clarke  should  sell 
to  the  said  plaintiff  a large  number,  to  wit,  600  merchantable  pine  saw- 
logs,  to  be  taken  off  Lots  Nos.  27  and  28,  in  the  Jones  tract  in  the  said 
district,  and  should  deliver  the  same  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  bank  of  the 
said  Grand  River ; and  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  to  the  said  Thomas 
Henry  Clarke  the  sum  of  155.  for  every  1000  feet,  board  measure,  which 
the  same  should  contain.  And  it  was  further  agreed,  that  as  soon  as 
convenient,  after  the  navigation  of  the  said  Grand  River  should  be  opened 
in  the  following  spring,  the  said  Thomas  Henry  Clarke  should  convey  the 
said  logs  from  the  bank  of  the  said  river  aforesaid,  to,  and  deliver  the 
same  in  the  basin  of  the  plaintiff,  at  Dunville  in  the  said  district.  And  it 
was  further  agreed,  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Thomas  Henry 
Clarke,  that  the  plaintiff  should  from  time  to  time,  during  the  preparing 
and  getting  out  the  said  logs,  pay  and  advance  to  the  said  Thomas  Henry 
Clarke,  certain  proportions  of  the  said  price  or  sum  to  be  paid  for  the 
said  logs  as  aforesaid,  that  is  to  say,  that  when  and  as  soon  as  100  of  the 
said  logs  should  be  delivered  on  the  bank  of  the  said  river,  the  plaintiff 
should  pay  to  the  said  Thomas  Henry  Clarke  the  sum  of  I5.  Zd.  for  each 
thereof,  and  in  the  like  proportion  for  the  remainder  thereof,  and  should 
pay  the  remainder  of  the  said  price  when  the  said  logs  should  be  delivered 
in  the  plaintiff’s  basin  at  Dunville,  as  aforesaid.  And  it  was  further 
agreed,  that  the  said  logs  should  be  all  of  a large  size ; that  is  to  say,  that 
they  should  each  measure  sixteen  inches  at  the  smaller  end  thereof,  and 
should  be  in  length  from  ten  to  fifteen  feet ; of  all  which  agreement  the 
defendant  then  had  notice.  And  whereas  also,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
agreement,  the  said  Thomas  Henry  Clarke  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said 
30th  day  of  December,  and  from^  thence  until  the  committing  of  the 
grievances  by  the  said  defendant  as  aforesaid,  did  cut  and  take  off  of  the 
said  lots  27  and  28,  and  prepare  a large  quantity,  to  wit,  the  whole  of 
the  600  merchantable  saw  logs,  which  contained  by  admeasurement  a 
great  number,  to  wit,  300,000  feet  board  measure  ; and  did,  during  the 
time  last  aforesaid,  deliver  the  same  on  the  bank  of  the  said  Grand  River, 
for  the  plaintiff,  as  aforesaid.  And  whereas  the  plaintiff  did  from  time  to 
time,  during  that  period,  and  before  the  committing  of  the  said  grievances 
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by  the  defendants,  the  same  being  required  by  the  said  Thos.  Henry  Clarke, 
pay  to  the  said  Thomas  Henry  Clarke  the  sum  of  Is.  3d.  for  each  of  the 
said  logs  so  delivered  on  the  bank  of  the  river,  as  aforesaid ; which  several 
sums  of  Is.  3d.  amounted  to  a large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
371.  10s.,  according  to  the  said  agreement ; and  did  also  pay  divers  other 
sums  on  account  of  the  price  of  the  said  logs  amounting,  to  wit,  to  601.;  of 
all  which  premises  the  defendants  were  then  well  aware.  And  the  plain- 
tiff saith  that  the  defendants,  so  being  aware  of  all  the  premises,  and  well 
knowing  all  other  the  facts  connected  with  the  said  agreement,  and  the 
interest  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  saw  logs,  and  the  great  benefit,  profit 
and  advantage  which  he  would  derive  from  the  same,  but  fraudulently 
and  wickedly  intending  to  injure  him  in  that  behalf,  and  to  deprive  him 
of  the  moneys  which  he  had  advanced  to  the  said  Thomas  Henry  Clarke, 
as  aforesaid,  and  from  all  benefit,  profit  and  advantage,  which  he  was  about 
to  derive  from  the  said  saw  logs,  by  means  of  his  said  mill,  and  otherwise, 
afterwards,  and  after  the  said  logs  had  been  rafted  in  the  said  Grand 
Kiver,  for  the  purpose  of  being  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff’s  basin  at  Dan- 
ville, as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  said  logs  were  so  being  conveyed  through 
the  said  river  to  the  said  plaintiff’s  basin  at  Dunville,  as  aforesaid,  by  the 
said  Thomas  Henry  Clarke,  and  after  the  said  plaintiff,  had  advanced  the 
said  moneys  therefor  to  the  said  Thomas  Henry  Clarke,  and  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  the  opening  of  the  navigation  of  the  said  Grand 
River  in  the  spring  hereinbefore  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of  March,  in  the  year 
.of  our  Lord  1845,  falsely,  fraudulently,  deceitfully  and  wickedly  did 
combine  and  conspire  with  the  said  Thomas  Henry  Clarke,  for  the  sale  of 
the  same  saw  logs,  by  the  said  Thomas  Henry  Clark,  to  them  the  defen- 
dants, at  and  for  a much  less  price  or  sum  than  the  same  were  worth, 
with  the  intent  and  for  the  purpose  of  cheating  and  defrauding  the  said 
plaintiff  in  respect  of  his  interest  in  the  same,  and  otherwise,  they  the 
defendants,  well  knowing  the  interest  he  the  plaintiff  had  therein,  and  all 
the  facts  and  premises  aforesaid.  And  the  plaintiff  further  saith  that,  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  combination  and  conspiracy,  the  said  Thomas  Henry 
Clarke  did  then  and  there,  with  the  intent  and  for  the  purposes  aforesaid, 
sell  to  the  defendants  the  whole  of  the  said  saw  logs,  so  being  conveyed 
through  the  said  Grand  River  to  the  plaintiff’s  basin  at  Dunville,  as 
aforesaid,  at  and  for  a smaller  price,  or  sum  than  they  were  worth  ; and 
the  defendants  then  deceitfully  and  fraudulently  took  and  carried  away 
the  same,  and  converted  and  disposed  thereof  to  their  own  use.  Con- 
cluding with  a statement  of  damage. — To  this  declaration  the  defendants 
pleaded  a special  plea,  which  was  specially  demurred  to  by  the  plaintiff, 
as  being  double  and  amounting  to  the  general  issue;  but  the  plea  is 
omitted,  as  it  was  not  supported  upon  the  argument,  and  the  judgment 
of  the  court  proceeded  upon  the  defendant’s  objections  to  the  declaration, 
which  were,  that  no  action  on  the  case  in  the  nature  of  a conspiracy 
would  lie  upon  the  facts  therein  stated ; and  that,  even  if  such  action 
were  maintainable,  the  declaration  was  insufficient,  because  it  did  not 
charge  the  defendants  with  having  acted  maliciously. 

H.  JEccleSy  for  the  plaintiff,  confined  himself  to  the  objections  which 
bad  been  raised  on  the  special  demurrer  to  the  defeudant’s  plea. 
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J.  Hillyard  Cameron,  for  the  defendants. — The  plea  is  very  probably 
not  sustainable  against  the  plaintiS’s  objections,  although  there  are  pre- 
cedents for  pleas  of  a similar  nature  in  other  forms  of  action  ] hut  the 
defendants  object  to  the  plaintiff’s  declaration,  as  containing  no  cause  of 
action  whatever  against  them,  in  the  manner  and  form  in  which  the  facts 
are  stated.  If  the  agreement  and  proceedings  thereon  are  truly  set  out, 
the  plaintiff  would  probably  have  a remedy  against  the  defendants  in 
trover,  but  he  can  have  none  in  this  form  of  action.  He  has  mistaken 
the  form  of  his  remedy,  and  is  endeavouring  to  maintain  an  action  in  the 
nature  of  a conspiracy  against  parties  who  have  broken  in  upon  an  agree- 
ment that  he  has  made  with  another  ; when,  if  he  is  entitled  to  any 
redress  against  them,  it  must  be  in  an  entirely  different  way.  The  utmost 
that  can  be  said  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff’s  case  is,  that  he  shews  that  the 
defendants  have  committed  a mere  civil  trespass  j but  an  action  of  this 
nature  will  no  more  lie  for  such  an  injury  than  an  indictment  would;  and, 
indeed,  it  may  be  well  urged  that  in  no  case  can  an  action  for  a con- 
spiracy be  maintained  where,  under  the  same  state  of  facts,  an  indictment 
for  a conspiracy  would  not  lie. — Eex  v.  Turner.(«)  The  plaintiff  cannot 
shew  any  authority  or  precedent  for  this  action ; and  it  would  be  opening 
a wide  field  of  litigation  if  suits  of  this  description  could  be  maintained. 
But  there  is  a further  objection  to  this  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  does 
not  make  the  necessary  averments  to  support  his  declaration,  supposing 
that  the  facts  stated  were  otherwise  sufficient.  He  nowhere  alleges  that 
the  defendants  acted  malieiously ) and  it  is  well  settled  law  that,  without 
an  allegation  of  malice,  an  action  of  this  nature  will  not  lie(&).  Equivalent 
words  will  not  suffice ; the  precise  allegation  must  appear  in  the  declara- 
tion; and  without  it,  even  after  verdict  for  the  plaintiff',  judgment  would 
be  arrested. 

H.  Eccles  in  reply. — It  is  true  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  shew  any  pre- 
cedent or  authority  expressly  in  point  for  this  form  of  declaration  ; but 
there  can  be  no  objection  in  principle  to  it,  as  actions  on  the  case  in  the 
nature  of  a conspiracy  have  been  sustained  for  injuries,  which  have  been 
quite  as  much  civil  trespasses  in  their  nature  as  the  injury  sustained  by 
this  plaintiff.  It  was  so  held  in  the  late  case  of  Gregory  v.  The  Duke  of 
Brunswick  (c).  Upon  the  other  objection  of  the  defendants’,  the  declara- 
tion contains  sufficient  words  to  make  out  a malicious  motive,  and  that  is 
all  that  the  law,  as  stated  in  Chitty’s  Pleading,  would  seem  to  require(^Z). 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — The  plea  is  open,  I think  to  the  exception  of  being 
double,  as  pointed  out  by  the  demurrer ; and  it  amounts  also,  to  the  gene- 
ral issue.  But  it  is  denied  that  the  declaration  lays  any  good  ground  of 
action,  and  we  must  first  apply  ourselves  to  that  question.  It  certainly 
seems  to  be  an  action  of  the  first  impression ; I can  find  nothing 
like  it ; and  the  plaintiff  admits  that  he  can  shew  no  precedent  for  it. 
I am  of  opinion  that  we  cannot  uphold  it.  People  are  daily  sup- 
planting each  other  in  purchases  both  of  lands  and  goods,  and  if  a civil 
action  in  the  nature  of  a conspiracy  has  never  been  brought  for  such  an 


{a)  13  East  228. 

(^}  Com.  Dig.  action  on  the  Case  tor  Conspiracy,  C.  3, 
(c)  I D.  & L.  518.  (d)  I Chit.  405. 
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injury,  it  is  a very  strong  argument  that  it  has  never  been  considered  to 
lie.  The  maxim  that  whatever  has  never  yet  been  done,  in  regard  to 
matters  of  such  constant  occurrence,  is  not  fit  to  be  done,  is  a very  rea- 
sonable and  safe  one,  I think  ; and  at  all  events  I consider  it  right  to 
abide  by  it,  rather  than  let  in  a flood  of  litigation  upon  a mere  pretence, 
which  has  never,  hitherto,  been  treated,  that  I can  find,  either  in  , England 
_or  here,  as  furnishing  ground  for  any  action.  If  the  facts  stated  in  the 
declaration  had  the  effect  of  changing  the  property  in  the  logs,  so  that 
they  did  not  belong  to  Clarke,  but  were  the  property  of  Davis, as  soon  as 
they  were  drawn  out  to  the  bank  of  the  Grand  Eiver,  then  Davis  could 
bring  trover  for  them  against  these  defendants,  which  would  be  his  ordina- 
ry and  proper  remedy.  But  if  the  logs  were  not  his  until  they  were 
delivered  at  his  boom  or  basin  in  the  Grand  Eiver,  which  I take  to  be  the 
result  of  the  statements  in  the  pleadings,  then  Clarke,  for  all  that  appears, 
was  at  liberty  to  sell  these  specific  logs  to  anyone,  and  so  long  as  he 
should  deliver  any  600  logs  cut  off  of  the  lands  named,  by  the  time 
appointed,  he  would  fulfil  his  contract ; and  if  he  failed  in  it,  he  would, 
like  all  other  persons  failing  in  executing  their  contracts,  be  liable  in 
damages,  to  the  party  with  whom  he  had  contracted.  That  is  the  reme- 
dy with  which  all  other  people  are  content,  and  we  are  not  to  presume 
Clarke  to  be  insolvent  and  unable  to  make  a recompense.  If  he  were 
insolvent,  and  no  remedy  could  be  pursued  against  him,  that  might  form  a 
yood  ground  for  this  action;  but  this  is  not  alleged.  If  this  action  could 
36  maintained  on  the  facts  stated  in  the  record,  then  I do  not  see  why, 
ipon  the  same  principle,  a man  might  not  have  an  action  brought  against 
liim  in  the  nature  of  a conspiracy,  for  marrying  a woman  who  had  promised 
to  marry  another  ; or  for  employing  a counsel  who  had  been  retained  on 
the  other  side  ; or  for  renting  a house  which  another  had  agreed  to  lease  ; 
)r  hiring  a servant  who  had  promised  to  enter  the  service  of  another  ; for 
n each  of  these  cases  a pecuniary  loss  might  really  be  occasioned.  I do 
lot,  indeed,  know  where  limits  could  be  placed  to  actions  that  might  be 
bunded  on  this  description  of  injuries, — for  injuries  undoubtedly  they 
Qay  be  to  the  disappointed  party.  If  an  executor,  having  but  £500 
.ssets,  and  owing  a bond  debt  of  £1000,  and  simple  contract  debts, 
>esides,  to  other  parties,  should  be  persuaded  by  the  latter  class  of  credi- 
ors  to  disregard  the  prior  right  of  the  bond  creditor,  and  to  pay  them  in 
reference,  there  could  not  be  a clearer  case  of  pecuniary  loss  sustained 
y one  party  in  consequence  of  the  eagerness  of  others  to  secure  their 
wn  interests  : and  yet  it  would  astonish  us,  I think,  to  see  this  made  the 
round  of  an  action.  Every  species  of  unhandsome  conduct  occasioning 
disappointment  to  another,  and  a loss  of  money,  should  upon  the  same 
rinciple  that  is  here  advanced  support  an  action ; but  the  law,  I think, 
oes  not  pretend  or  expect  to  keep  people  within  such  bounds.  In  any 
f the  cases  I have  supposed,  and  in  the  case  before  us,  it  is  a forced  and 
nnatural  construction  to  put  upon  the  conduct  of  persons  so  acting,  that 
ley  are  influenced  by  the  motive  of  injury  to  others.  Their  end  is 
enerally  only  the  too  common  one  of  gaining  a superior  advantage  to 
lemselves,  regardless  of  the  expectations  of  others;  an  injustice,no  doubt, 
ad  a species  of  immorality,  but  one  which  the  law  cannot  effectually 
jpress.  It  seems  never  to  have  been  imagined  before,  that  courts  of 
istice,were  to  enquire  into  the  motives  with  which  A.  buys  goods  of  B., 
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which  the  latter  had  before  contracted  to  sell  to  C.  But,  admitting  that! 
in  a very  strong  and  clear  case  of  an  intention  to  injure  the  first  vendej 
or  intended  purchasers,  it  may  be  done ; and  admitting  that  this  casj 
is  in  substance  one  of  that  kind,  then  I incline  to  think  that  th| 
action  could  be  only  upon  the  technical  ground  of  malice,  and  thi 
it  must  be  based  upon  that,  {a)  No  doubt  it  is  not  decisive  against  thi 
action  lying,  that  no  precedent  of  precisely  such  an  action  can  be  found] 
when  the  principle  upon  which  it  is  governed  ia  not  new ; but  if  the  queg 
tion  seems  a doubtful  one,  and  the  occasion  for  such  actions  must  verj 
frequently  have  arisen,  then  the  absence  of  any  precedent  is  a stron] 
argument  against  the  action. 

It  is  a general  principle  in  our  law,  that  there  is  no  right  witl 
out  a remedy  ; but  the  whole  question  is  how  that  applies.  The  plaii 
tiff  in  this  case,  it  is  clear,  had  a right,  if  the  saw  logs  were  hia 
that  Clarke  should  not  sell  them  to  another ; and  if  he  had,  thei 
(to  say  nothing  of  the  action  of  detinue)  his  remedy  for  that  right  is  tha 
he  can  recover  their  value  from  any  person  having  them  in  possessioi 
Further,  if  Clarke  contracted  to  deliver  to  him  certain  goods,  and  after! 
wards,  has  wrongfully  delivered  those  same  goods  to  another,  then, 
Davis  would  have  a right  to  look  to  him  for  fulfilment  of  his  contracj 
so  his  remedy  is  to  sue  him  for  damages  if  he  has  failed.  This  is  aj 
attempt  to  seek  a remedy  against  third  parties  who  have  been  accessory  tj 
the  failure  ; it  is  a course  of  which  I am  unable  to  see  the  end. 

In  this  country,  as  in  all  others,  there  have  been,  in  the  course  of  time 
some  thousands  perhaps  of  persons  who  have  applied  for  offices  or  publij 
employment,  and  have  been  disappointed.  The  disappointment  may  ii 
many  cases  have  been  attended  with  a pecuniary  loss,  and  the  succesj 
ful  applicant  may  in  some  cases  have  known,  when  he  solicited  the  officJ 
that  it  had  been  promised  to  another,  but  we  never  heard  of  an  actio! 
being  brought  in  the  nature  of  a conspiracy  against  the  person  wtj 
succeeded.  There  is  in  such  cases  no  vested  right  that  has  been  infrini 
ed  ; nor  do  I see  that  such  a right  has  been  clearly  stated  in  this  casj 
I see  only  an  executory  agreement,  for  which,  if  it  has  been  broken,  sj 
action  will  lie  against  the  party  contracting.  At  the  time  of  the  transfl 
of  these  logs  to  the  defendant,  which  is  complained  of,  they  were  eithn 
the  property  of  Davis  or  they  were  not.  If  they  were  not  Davis’  propert I 
they  must  have  been  Clarke’s.  No  instance  has  been  shewn  us  of 
action  against  one  person  for  buying  of  another  goods  which  that  othj 
owned  and  had  a legal  right  to  sell.  If  such  an  action  could  be  broughi 
I should  consider,  as  I have  already  stated,  that  it  could  only  be  on  tlj 
ground  of  malice  expressly  alleged  and  proved,  (h)  And  malice  here 
not  alleged.  When  the  act  is  not  illegal,  the  malicious  motive,  I thinj 
or  some  fraudulent  conduct,  can  alone  give  the  right  of  action.  If  wh| 
Clarke  assumed  to  sell  the  logs,  they  were  in  fact  the  property  of  DavJ 
by  reason  of  their  having  been  delivered  upon  the  bank,  then  I cannot  s| 
why  the  plain  remedy  of  trover  was  not  the  proper  one  ; for  supposiif 
Clarke  to  have  had  a lien  on  the  logs  on  account  of  any  unpaid  balanj 
due  to  him,  yet  that  would  have  created  no  difficulty  in  the  way  of 
action  of  trover  by  Davis,  because  the  lien  would  be  gone  of  course. 


(a)  Com.  Dig.,  action  on  the  case  for  conspiracy,  (c.  3.) 

(b)  Saxon  v.  Castle,  6 Ad.  & Ell.  652,  659. 
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soon  as  Clarke  voluntarily  parted  with  the  possession,  though  there  is  a 
late  decision  to  the  contrary  (a).  There  are  cases  in  the  books  in  which 
it  has  been  held  that  when  a stranger  buys  goods  of  a debtor  against 
whom  there  is  an  execution  to  come  out,  and  buys  them  with  a knowledge 
of  that  fact,  and  expressly  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  plaintiff  from 
seizing  them,  such  purchase  will  be  held  to  be  fraudulent  and  not  to  change 
the  property ; but  I never  saw  that  an  action  for  making  the  purchase 
was  afterwards  brought ; and  if  it  could  be,  I should  think  it  could  be  only 
by  reason  of  a malicious  motive,  which  it  would  be  necessary  to  allege. 
!A.s  to  the  allegation  in  the  declaration,  that  the  die>iQndi2ini^  fraudulently 
bought  the  logs  for  a less  sum  than  they  were  worth,  in  order  to  cheat  the 
plaintiff  of  the  money  which  he  had  advanced,  that  fact  can  have  no 
material  effect,  except  as  it  may  serve  to  supply  proof  of  a bad 
intent,  for  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff  would  be  the  same  whether  Clarke 
sold  them  for  much  or  little,  or  gave  them  away.  But  we  cannot  hold, 
I think,  that  the  act  of  buying  goods  of  A.  which  he  has  a legal  right 
to  sell,  is  a fraud  because  it  has  been  done  with  intent  to  injure  B. 

1~tlt  would  be  a malicious  or  spiteful  act,  but  I see  no  fraud  or  deceit  in  such. 
|a  transaction,  no  false  representation  or  concealment  of  the  truth  ; and 
fithe  merely  calling  it  fraudulent  in  the  declaration  will  not  make  it  a 
fraud,  if  the  act  as  described  is  not  in  its  nature  fraudulent.  If  the 
defendants,  being  aware  of  the  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  Clarke, 
had  taken  away  the  logs  by  force  as  they  lay  in  the  river,  the  injury  to 
rthe  plaintiff  would  have  been  the  same,  and  the  motive  of  the  defendants 
Ifmight  have  been  the  same  ; but  there  would  be  no  deceit  or  fraud  in  such 

Pan  act,  though  there  would  be  a plain  remedy  by  Davis,  if  he  had  at  the 
time  such  an  interest  in  the  logs  as  the  law  would  recognize.  The  case 
of  Pasley  v.  Freeman  (b)  contains,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  a good 
deal  of  reasoning  which  may  seem  to  support  this  action ; but  there  a 
fraudulent  instrument  was  the  ground  of  the  action.  There  was  fraud 
and  deceit  in  the  defendant,  concurring  with  damage  to  the  plaintiff.  So 
also  in  the  case  of  Shepherd  v.  Wakeman  (c). 

The  declaration  in  this  case  states  the  grievance  in  a manner 
very  direct  and  strong.  It  imputes  expressly  to  the  defendants  a 
wrongful  design  to  injure  the  plaintiff;  though  it  would  seem  rather 
a strange  supposition  that  any  one,  for  no  purpose  of  gain  to  him- 
self, would  burden  himself  with  600  saw-logs,  merely  with  the  motive 
of  injuring  and  disappointing  another.  Admitting  that  to  be  so,  how- 
ever, it  carries  the  idea  of  malice,  not  of  fraud.  Generally 
ing,  when  one  man  does  anything  maliciously,  which  occasions 
to  another,  an  action  lies  for  it;  but  not  always,  for  when  a person 
maliciously  sues  another  upon  any  claim  which  he  knows  to  be  wholly 
groundless,  no  action  lies  for  that,  unless  he  has  had  the  defendant 
arrested ; though  it  is  said,  that  if  a stranger  procure  another  to  sue  me 
causelessly,  I may  maintain  an  action  against  him  (d).  But  if  an  action 
in  this  case  would  lie,  upon  the  footing  of  the  injury  being  committed  loith 
malice,  then  I conceive  it  was  necessary  that  malice  should  be  expressly 
alleged,  which  is  not  done.  This  declaration  neither  shews  any  fraudu- 
lent misrepresentation  or  concealment  of  truth,  nor  does  it  aver  malice  or 


{a)  Wood  V.  Dixie,  B.  R.  Trm.  1845. 
[d)  Savil  V.  Roberts,  i Salk.  107. 


(6)  3 T.  R.  51,  [c]  I Levinz,  53. 
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any  false  dealing.  The  cases  are  not  uniform  as  to  the  necessity  of  using 
the  precise  word  ^^maliciously'’  in  a civil  action  (a);  but  1 think  the 
decision  and  reasoning  in  the  case  of  Saxon  v.  Castle  (5),  shew  it  to  be 
necessary  If  an  action  under  the  circumstances  could  be  sustained  at 
all,  I think,  as  was  held  by  the  court  in  Scheihel  v.  Fairbain  (c),  that  it 
was  necessary  “that  malice  should  he  alleged  and  proved.”  In  that  case, 
the  injury  complained  of  was  averred  to  have  been  done  wrongfully  and 
in  disregard  of  the  defendant’s  duty;  but  the  judgment  was  arrested, 
because  the  act  was  not  laid  to  have  been  done  maliciously  as  well  as 
wrongfully.  In  Saxon  v.  Castle  (c?),  the  act  complained  of  was  alleged 
to  have  been  committed  with  the  view  of  injuring  and  aggrieving  tho 
plaintiff,  and  it  was  averred  to  he  wrongful  and  injurious  : but  the  court 
in  that  case,  as  well  as  in  Scheihel  v,  Fairbain,  arrested  the  judgment, 
because  malice  was  not  alleged  in  express  terms.  These  decisions,  I 
think,  particularly  the  latter  of  the  two,  are  strong  to  shew  that  Mr.  C bitty 
lays  down  the  principle  rather  too  broadly,  when  he  says  that  when  it  is 
necessary  to  shew  an  undue  motive  or  intent,  the  word  wrongfully  is 
sufficiently  indicative  of  a malicious  intent  (e).  Though  my  opinion  is 
not  given  without  some  doubt,  yet  I think  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
judgment  on  demurrer.  If  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  the  injury  he  com- 
plains of,  he  has,  for  all  that  appears,  another  and  more  direct  remedy  by 
which  he  might  obtain  full  satisfaction  ; and,  in  the  language  of  Chief 
Justice  Eyre,  in  the  case  of  Scheihel  v.  Fairbain,  which  I have  cited, 
‘‘I  am  more  inclined  to  remain  upon  that  ground  which  has  already  been 
“trodden,  than  to  open  a new  field  for  litigation,  of  which  it  is  not  easy  to 
“see  the  extent.” 

Judgment  fdr  the  defendant  on  demurrer, 


Doe  Loucks  v,  Fisher, 

The  provincial  statute  4 Will.  IV.  ch.  i,  sec.  47,  which  declares  that  it  shall  not 
be  necessary  to  enrol  or  register  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale  for  the  mere  pur- 
pose of  passing  the  land,  applies  to  such  deeds  executed  before,  as  well  as 
since,  the  passing  of  that  statute. 

Ejectment  for  an  acre  of  land,  part  of  Lot  FTo.  14,  in  the  12th  con- 
cession of  the  Township  of  Beckwith. 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  which  took  place  before  the  Honourable  Mr. 
Justice  Jones  at  Perth,  it  was  proved  that  in  or  about  the  month  of  ! 
August,  1825,  one  Murphy,  who  then  owned  the  fee  of  the  land  in  dis- 
pute, executed  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  conveying  it  to  the  lessor  of  i 
the  plaintiff,  who  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  his  brother,  William  Loucks  i 
(who  was  then  in  the  possession  of  the  land),  with  directions  to  have  it  ! 
registered.  In  September,  1825,  William  Loucks  having  been  arrested  I 
for  debt,  and  being  otherwise  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  improperly  1 
and  fraudulently  procured  Murphy  to  convey  the  land  to  one  Bellowes,  i 
the  agent  of  his  creditor,  upon  surrendering  to  him  the  deed,  which  he 


{a)  I Saund.  242  a,  note  2;  Gilbert’s  cases,  103. 

(d)  6 Ad.  & Ell.  652.  {c)  I Bos.  & P.  392. 

(d)  6 Ad.  & Ell.  652.  (^)  I Ch.  PI.  405. 
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held  from  his  brother,  and  which  Murphy  immediately  destroyed,  being^ 
under  the  impression  that  the  new  conveyance  was  assented  to  by  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  was  so  arranged  to  prevent  the  necessity 
of  a double  title  and  registry.  William  Loucks  had  been  originally  the 
purchaser  of  the  land,  but  having  failed  in  the  payments,  which  he  was 
bound  to  make  for  it,  he  gave  it  up  to  his  brother,  to  whom  the  deed  that 
was  subsequently  destroyed  had  been  made  in  consequence.  The  land 
was  held  under  an  unregistered  title. 

Upon  these  facts,  the  learned  judge  ruled  at  the  trial  in  favour  of  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  jury  found  accordingly. 

Baldioin  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  on  the  law  and  evidence, 
and  for  misdirection,  contending  that  the  destroyed  deed  was  void  for 
want  of  enrolment  or  registry,  as  it  was  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  and 
required  such  enrolment  or  registry  before  the  passing  of  the  statute 
4 Will.  IV.  ch.  1,  sec.  47  ; which,  however,  could  not  affect  the  case, 
as  the  deed  in  question  had  been  executed  long  before  that  statute  was 
passed,  and  that  section  of  the  act  was  not  entitled  to  have  a retrospective 
operation. 

P.  M.  Vankoughnet  shewed  cause. — The  defendant  complains  of  mis- 
direction, and  of  the  verdict  being  contrary  to  law  ; inasmuch  as  the  deed 
under  which  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claims  was  destroyed  previously  to 
the  4th  Will.  lY.  ch.  1,  and  had  never  been  enrolled,  or  enregistered  to 
supply  the  place  of  enrolment.  ]N"o  such  objection  was  taken  at  the 
trial ; nor  was  the  point  then  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  learned  j edge 
who  tried  the  eause.  The  defendant  cannot  urge  an  objection  taken 
now  for  the  first  time ; and  in  the  present  case,  above  all  others,  the 
court  will  not  permit  him  to  do  so.  The  title  set  up  by  the  defendant  to 
the  property  is  that  of  G.  L.  Bellowes,  under  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale, 
which  by  the  grossest  fraud  he  procured  to  be  made  to  himself,  upon  the 
destruction  at  his  instigation  of  the  deed  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff, 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  latter.  But  the  objection,  if  it  can  be  urged, 
is  not  tenable.  The  47th  section  of  our  statute  4 Will.  IV,  ch.  1,  which 
enacts  ‘‘that,  after  the  passing  of  that  act,  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale  of 
' “land  in  this  province  shall  not  he  held  to  require  enrolment,”  has  a retro- 
spective effect,  as  has  already  been  decided  in  this  court  (a).  The  effect 
of  the  statute  is,  that  thereafter  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  give  any  proof 
of  enrolment ; and  consequently  all  deeds  executed  previously  to  or  since 
the  statute  are  valid  without  enrolment.  The  statute  has  had  such  an 
effect  in  making  previously  executed  deeds  valid  without  enrolment,  as 
the  enrolment  of  deeds  of  bargain  and  sale,under  the  statute  27  Hen.  VIII. 
ch.  16,  had  upon  those  deeds  by  relation  back  to  the  time  of  their 
execution.  How  a deed,  from  the  time  it  takes  effect,  is  only  evidence  of 
the  interest  or  title  which  it  conveyed,  and  when  that  evidence  cannot 
be  obtained,  either  from  the  loss  or  destruction  of  the  deed,  or  the  with- 
holding it  by  the  opposite  party,  parol  evidence  of  its  contents  is  sufficient. 
The  evidence  in  the  present  case  is  of  the  latter  description.  Had  the 
deed  ‘been  in  existence  and  produced  at  the  trial,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  it  would  have  been  unnecessary  to  shew  or  prove  that  it  had  ever 
been  enrolled.  Was  it  necessary,  then,  to  add  to  the  secondary  evidence. 


(a)  Barnum  v.  Rogers,  Trinity  Term,  6 & 7 Will.  IV. 


472 


queen’s  bench,  HILARY  TERM,  9 VIC. 


by  proving  that  the  deed,  though  destroyed  before  4 Will.  lY.  ch.  1,  had 
been  enrolled  ? The  secondary  evidence  was  sufficient  to  establish  the 
execution  of  the  deed.  The  enrolment  was  a thing  distinct  from  the 
execution  : if  unnecessary  to  be  established  in  the  one  case,  it  must 
have  been  unnecessary  in  the  other.  The  words  used  in  the  statute — 
“a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  of  land  in  this  province” — in  order  to  give 
the  clause  a consistent  and  full  retrospective  effect,  must  be  read,  “any 
^‘deed  of  bargain  and  sale  which  may  have  been  made  in  this  province.” 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  deed  which  was  destroyed  had  not  been  pre- 
viously enrolled — it  was  not  necessary  since  the  statute  to  give  any  evidence 
on  the  point.  The  giving  the  statute  a retrospective  effect  here,  works  no 
more  injustice  thanthe  statute  may  work  or  has  worked  in  many  cases  coming 
clearly  under  the  provision.  The  deed  set  up  by  the  defendant  is  void 
for  the  fraud  practised  in  obtaining  it ; and  therefore  they  cannot  complain. 
The  statute  27  Hen.  YIII.  c.  16,  required  deeds  of  bargain  and  sale  to  be 
enrolled  in  England  within  six  months  after  their  execution.  Our  provin- 
cial act  37  Geo.  III.  c.  8,  enacts  that  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale  duly 
enregistered  agreeably  to  the  provisions  of  the  registry  act  of  this  province, 
shall  be  as  valid  as  if  enrolled.  The  registry  act  prescribes  no  time 
within  which  deeds  are  to  be  registered.  Therefore,  a deed  unregistered 
fifteen  years  after  its  execution,  would,  even  previously  to  the  passing  of 
4 Will.  IV.  c.  1,  have  been  made  a good  deed  from  the  time  of  its  execu- 
tion, by  relation  back,  and  would  have  defeated  any  intermediate  deeds, 
though  the  latter  had  been  first  registered  or  enrolled ; for  the  act  of  97 
makes  no  provision  for  priority  in  this  respect.  And  since  the  statute  of 
34,  though  there  be  two  deeds  in  existence  made  previously  to  the  statute, 
of  which  the  one  of  later  date  has  been  registered  or  enrolled  and  the 
other  not,  that  other  shall  carry  the  title  against  the  deed  which  previously 
to  the  statute  was  the  valid  and  effectual  one.  In  these  cases,  far  greater 
injustice  might  accrue  than  in  the  case  before  the  court.  The  verdict  is 
not  contrary  to  evidence.  The  destruction  of  the  plaintiff’s  deed,  by  the 
fraud  of  those  under  whom  the  defendant  makes  his  defence,  was  clearly 
proved.  There  is  not  the  slightest  ground  for  charging  the  lessor  with 
being  privy  to  the  destruction  of  his  own  deed,  which  he  had  taken  for  a 
consideration  of  lOOZ.  bona  fide  paid  by  him.  The  deed  was  put  into 
possession  of  his  brother  to  be  registered,  because  his  brother  lived  on 
the  premises,  and  the  lessor  at  a distance  from  them,  in  a different 
district.  The  plaintiff  did  not  bring  his  action  before,  because  he  had 
been  repeatedly  advised  by  counsel,  that  by  the  destruction  of  his  deed 
and  its  non-registration  his  title  was  gone. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — There  can  be  no  doubt,  that  if  the  deed  which  had 
been  made  to  Eichard  Loucks  by  Murphy,  was  wrongfully  destroyed  by 
William  Loucks,  he,  Eichard  Loucks,  would  not  be  prejudiced  in  his 
estate  by  such  an  act,  but  must  be  allowed  to  make  title  under  it  as  upon 
a lost  deed.  And  I think  that  the  fact  of  the  deed  not  having  been 
registered  before  its  destruction,  and  being  incapable  now  of  ever  being 
registered,  would  not  affect  the  plaintiff’s  right  to  recover.  That  was  a 
point  not  made  at  the  trial ; and  if  we  thought  it  tenable,  we  should  have 
to  consider  whether  it  would  be  right  to  give  effect  to  it  now.  The 
argument  is,  that  the  deed  was  one  which  could  operate  only  as  a bargain 
and  sale ; that  in  order  to  give  it  validity  as  a statutory  conveyance,  it 
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B required  enrolement ; and,  that  there  being  no  registration  of  it,  which  by 
r our  law  would  supply  the  place  of  enrolment,  we  cannot  give  effect  to  it 
to  the  prejudice  of  a subsequent  deed  from  the  same  grantee,  since  it  is 
‘ utterly  incapable  by  any  relation  that  would  he  given  to  the  act  of  registry 
i for  that  purpose,  of  ever  becoming  a valid  deed,  it  being  impossible  that  it 
ever  can  be  registered. 

The  answers  to  this  argument  are,  that  we  do  not  see  that  it  was  such 
i a deed  that  it  could  operate  only  as  a bargain  and  sale,  its  preceise  nature 
and  language  not  being  proved.  If  we  saw  it,  we  might  see  that  it  was 
^ capable  of  operating  as  an  assurance  in  another  form. 

“ Secondly,  it  seems  to  have  been  made  to  Richard  Loucks  while  his 
brother  and  agent  in  the  transaction,  William  Loucks,  was  in  actual  pos- 
: session  of  the  land  ; and  if  he  is  to  be  regarded  as  holding  possession  for 
I Richard  Loucks,  which  I understand  to  be  the  fair  effect  of  the  evidence 
I given,  then  such  possession  in  the  grantee  at  the  time  of  the  deed  made, 
might  enable  it  to  operate  as  a release,  if  it  contained  suitable  words,  as 
i most  deeds  do,  or  might  be  found  probably  to  dispense  with  the  necessity 
; of  livery  of  seisin,  and  enable  it  to  operate  as  a feoffment(a).  Supposing 
i the  plaintiff  to  be  clearly  otherwise  entitled  to  recover  under  this  cancelled 
i deed,  we  ought  not  to  hold  him  to  be  disabled  upon  the  evidence  that 
, was  given  in  this  case,  on  the  ground  that  the  deed  was  clearly  such  an 
i one  as  could  only  operate  as  a bargain  and  sale,  when  we  do  not  see  that 
! it  may  not  have  had  words  which  would  have  allowed  it  to  operate  as  a 
' release  or  other  conveyance  without  the  aid  of  enrolment. 

RBut,  thirdly,  giving  the  fullest  effect  to  the  principle  that  a plaintiff  in 
• ejectment  must  recover  on  the  strength  of  his  title,  and  that  it  was  there- 
^ fore  incumbent  on  Richard  Loucks  to  shew  what  were  the  precise  terms 
I of  his  deed  notwithstanding  its  destruction,  in  order  to  convince  the  jury 
that  it  was  not  a mere  bargain  and  sale  and  nothing  else,  still  my  opinion 
I is  that  such  ground  of  defence  must  fail,  because  I take  it  that  the  47th 
I and  60th  clauses  of  our  statute  4 Will.  lY.  ch.  1,  render  quite  imma- 
J terial  the  proof  of  registration  of  deeds  of  bargain  and  sale  for  the  mere 
• i purpose  of  passing  the  estate,  where  as  in  this  case,  there  can  be  no 
person  claiming  priority  of  title  under  a subsequent  deed  which  has  been 
I'  registered ; the  title  not  having  been  a registered  title  when  the  deed  to 
it  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  made,  and  the  case  being  consequently  one 
to  which  the  second  clause  of  our  registry  act  does  not  apply.  If  the 
J case  now  stood  as  it  would  have  stood  under  the  statute  29  Geo.  III.  ch. 
) 8,  and  before  the  4 Will.  IV.  ch.  1,  was  passed,  I believe  the  effect  which 
t this  court  has  always  ascribed  to  the  37  Geo.  III.  ch.  8,  has  been  such 
I as  would  have  made  it  proper  for  us  to  hold,  that  if  the  first  deed  was 
t still  in  existence,  and  could  be  put  on  record,  it  would  take  effect  from  the 
time  of  its  execution ; but  as  it  has  been  destroyed  and  could  not  be 
registered,  of  course  it  could  never  have  received  validity  under  that 
statute. 

The  47th  clause  of  4 Will.  lY.  ch  1,  however  enacts  expressly,  “ that 
I after  that  act  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale  of  land  in  this  province  shall 
: ^^not  he  heM  to  require  enrolment,  or  to  require  registration  to  supply  the 

“place  of  enrolment,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  rendering  such  bargain  and 


[a)  Shep.  Touc.  210. 
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sale  a valid  and  effectnal  conveyance  for  passing  the  land.”  If  we  were 
now  since  the  passing  of  that  act,  to  hold  registration  to  he  necessary  to 
passing  the  estate,  we  should  be  disobeying  this  express  provision.  If 
the  deed  to  Bichard  Loucks  were  still  in  existence,  and  unregistered,  and 
he  were  supporting  an  ejectment  under  it  against  a stranger,  we  could 
not  deny  effect  to  the  deed  merely  because  it  was  unregistered,  Then 
why  should  we  now  hold  the  provision  to  be  inapplicable  h It  is  true 
that  a deed  has  been  since  made  to  another  purchaser,  and  it  is  contended 
that  it  would  be  manifestly  unjust  to  allow  a registration  made  after  such 
second  deed  to  have  the  effect  of  setting  up  the  first,  and  that  on  the 
same  principle,  as  this  first  deed  can  now  not  even  be  registered  at  all, 
we  cannot  imagine  that  the  legislature  could  have  intended  the  47th  clause 
of  4th  Will  IV.  ch.  1 , to  have  such  an  effect.  Now  as  to  the  reason  of 
the  thing,  a mere  conveyance  by  lease  and  release  never  registeied,  and 
known  only  to  the  parties,  would,  on  the  principles  of  the  common  law, 
have  prevailed  against  this  subsequent  deed,  made  to  William  Loucks  in 
this  country  as  well  as  in  England,  and  there  would  be  no  greater  hard- 
ship therefore,  in  allowing  any  other  form  of  conveyance  not  less  notorious 
in  its  nature,  the  same  effect  of  prevailing  over  a later  deed,  when  the 
latter  could  ground  no  claim  to  priority,  under  the  Eegistration  Act. 
And  with  regard  to  what  the  legislature  may  be  supposed  to  have  intended, 
the  60th  clause  of  the  Stat.  1 William  IV.  ch.  1,  leaves  no  room  for  us 
to  doubt,  for  it  expressly  provides,  “ that  the  act  shall  not  have  operation 
“ retrospectively,  so  as  by  force  of  any  of  its  provisions  to  render  any  title 
“ valid,  which  in  regard  to  any  particular  estate,  has  been  adjudged  invalid, 
“ or  which  might  in  an}^  suit  depending  at  the  time  of  passing  that  act  be 
‘ adjudged  invalid  on  account  of  any  defect,  imperfection,  matter  or  thing, 
“ which  by  that  act  was  altered,  supplied,  or  remedied.”  If  this  deed  to 
Bichard  Loucks  had  by  reason  of  the  defect  of  not  being  enrolled  or  regis- 
tered, been  adjudged  an  invalid  conveyance  before  that  act  had  passed,  or 
had  been  afterw^ards  so  adjudged  in  any  case  which  was  then  depending, then 
it  could  not  under  this  statute  4 Will.  IV.,  be  now  set  up  as  a valid  deed. 
So  far  the  legislature  felt  it  right  to  guard  against  injustice  from  a retro- 
spective effect  being  given  to  the  statute  in  regard  to  provisions  of  this 
nature,  but  they  have  deliberately  declined  to  withhold  any  further  the 
power  of  applying  them  retrospectively.  There  are  various  examples  both 
in  England  and  in  this  province,  of  a similar  principle  having  been  adopt- 
ed in  statutes  of  this  healing  nature  j I refer  to  our  Naturalization  Act, 
passed  in  1828,  and  to  the  Imperial  Statute  5 & 6 Viet.,  ch.  115, 
legalizing  past  marriages  among  dissenters  in  Ireland. 

I am  of  opinion  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  could  maintain  an  ejectment 
upon  this  deed,  such  as  it  was  described  to  be,  though  it  was  unregistered. 
But  I have  doubted  whether  the  case  did  not  call  for  consideration  at  the 
trial  upon  one  point  which  seems  not  to  have  engaged  particular  attention. 
The  cases  are  numerous  in  this  country,  as  we  all  know,  where  a party 
holding  an  unregistered  deed  has,  upon  some  subsequent  arrangement, 
cancelled  his  deed,  and  allowed  the  person  who  has  conveyed  to  him  to 
make  a deed  directly  to  some  other  party.  This  is  often  done  to  save  the 
expense  of  two  registries,  though  it  is  irregular ; and  the  parties,  from 
ignorance  and  inattention,  make  no  allowance  for  the  fact  of  a title  having 
vested  under  the  first  deed,  which  is  not  divested  by  the  mere  destruction 
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of  the  paper  or  parchment.  But  if  in  any  such  case  the  person  who  had 
cancelled  the  first  deed,  or  assented  to  its  being  cancelled,  were  to  attempt 
dishonestly  to  make  title  under  it  and  dispossess  the  person  who  had 
taken  the  second  deed  with  his  concurrence,  he  would  certainly  not  be 
allowed  to  give  evidence  of  the  cancelled  deed  for  such  a purpose. 

With  regard  to  the  case  before  us,  it  does  appear  that  Eichard  Loucks 
did  not  in  fact  approve  of  the  destruction  of  his  deed  by  William  Loucks, 
nor  even  know  of  it  till  some  time  after  it  was  done.  But  admitting  the 
act  to  have  been  done  without  his  authority  at  the  time — it  took  place 
nearly  twenty  years  before  this  action  was  brought — he  was  made  aware 
of  it  very  soon  after  it  occurred;  and  if  the  fact  be  that  during  all  the 
intervening  time  he  has  allowed  Bellowes,  or  those  claiming  under  the 
second  deed,  to  occupy  the  estate  and  improve  it,  though  he  could  at  any 
time  since  the  passing  of  our  statute  4 Will.  IV.  c.  L,  have  asserted  his 
title  and  dispossessed  them,  there  would,  I think,  be  strong  ground  for 
presuming,  under  such  a state  of  things,  that  he  waived  any  objection,  and 
subsequently  assented  to  what  was  at  first  done  without  his  authority, 
particularly  as  the  person  who  cancelled  the  deed  was  his  brother  whom 
he  had  entrusted  with  the  deed  as  his  agent,  and  who  really  in  the  first 
place  intended  to  be  the  purchaser  of  the  place  from  Murphy,  the  deed  to 
Bichard  Loucks  being  made  to  him  in  security  for  the  lOOZ.  advanced 
for  his  brother,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  transferring  the  estate  abso- 
lutely to  him.  If  the  jury  could  have  seen  that  Bichard  Loucks’  conduct 
had  been  such  that  an  acquiescence  might  fairly  be  inferred  from  it,  then 
I think  they  might  have  been  warranted  in  presuming  a re-conveyance  by 
Bichard  Loucks  to  Murphy,  in  order  to  uphold  the  second  deed. 

But  the  learned  j udge  was  not  requested  at  the  trial  to  submit  any 
such  consideration  to  the  jury  ; the  point  was  not  made,  and  it  does  not 
indeed  appear  in  the  notes  of  the  evidence  that  there  was  a clear  ground 
for  raising  it. 

We  cannot  therefore  properly  disturb  the  verdict,  particularly  as  we 
have  not  been  asked  to  do  so  on  any  such  ground.  The  defendants  well 
know  what  the  facts  were,  and  can  themselves  become  plaintiffs  in  eject- 
ment if  they  are  advised  to  do  so. 

Buie  discharged. 


Baldwin  v.  Johnson. 

Where  taxes  were  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  Home  District,  on  lands  situate  in 
the  Ottawa  District,  for  the  purpose  of  their  being  transmitted  to  the  treasurer 
of  the  latter  district,  and  the  treasurer  of  the  Home  District  not  having  so 
trsnsmitted  the  amount,  the  lands  were  duly  advertised  for  sale,  and  the 
plaintiff  in  order  to  save  the  lands  paid  the  taxes  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
Ottawa  District  under  protest : Held,  that  he  could  not  maintain  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received  against  him  to  recover  them  back. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against  the 
defendant  to  recover  from  him  the  defendant  the  sum  of  4Z.  7s.  lOd'. 
received  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff’s  use,  to  which  the  defendant 
has  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  upon  which  issue  has  been  joined. 
And  by  the  consent  of  parties,  it  was  agreed  to  state  the  facts  of  this 
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case  in  the  form  of  a special  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  honourable  court, 
and  in  pursuance  thereof,  by  the  order  of  the  Honourable  Christopher 
Alexander  Hagerman,  one  of  the  judges  of  this  honourable  court,  dated 
the  13th  day  of  October  1845,  it  has  been  ordered  accordingly,  that  the 
facts  of  this  case  be  stated  in  the  form  of  a special  case  for  the  opinion 
of  this  honourable  court  thereon,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  which  facts  the  parties  state  in  the  follow- 
ing case  : That  Francis  Thomas  Billings  was  the  treasurer  of  the  Home 
District,  between  the  1st  January,  1833,  and  the  1st  January,  1843; 
that  thelate  Honourable  William  Warren  Baldwin  wasin  his  lifetime  seised 
in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  and  in  Lot  No.  22,  in  the  First  Concession 
of  the  Township  of  Plantagenet,  in  the  Ottawa  District,  from  the  said  1st 
day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1833,  to  and  until  the  time  of  his 
death,  and  died  on  the  8th  day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1844, 
seised  as  aforesaid  of  the  same,  and  intestate  as  far  as  respects  the  said 
lot,  and  that  since  the  death  of  the  said  William  Warren  Baldwin,  the 
now  plaintiff,  as  the  eldest  son  and  heir  at  law  of  the  said  William  Warren 
Baldwin,  has  become  and  continued  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  the 
same  land,  and  still  is  seised  thereof  as  aforesaid ; that  both  the  said 
William  Warren  Baldwin  and  the  now  plaintiff,  from  the  said  1st  day  of 
January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1833,  resided  and  continued  to  reside 
in  the  Home  District — the  said  William  Warren  Baldwin  from  thence 
until  the  time  of  his  death  as  aforesaid,  and  the  now  plaintiff  from  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid  and  from  thence  hitherto;  that  the  following  state- 
ments of  account  so  tar  as  they  go,  numbered  respectively  1,  2,  3,  4,  are 
true  copies  of  the  same  statements  which  so  far  as  they  go  were  made  out 
by  the  said  William  Warren  Baldwin  in  his  lifetime  in  respect  of  the 
taxes  payable  upon  the  lands  therein  mentioned,  and  the  several  sums 
set  forth  respectively  opposite  to  each  of  the  said  lots  were  and  are  the 
true  sums  of  money  due  and  payable  upon  the  said  respective  lots  of 
land  as  the  taxes  thereon ; that  the  charges  for  per  centage  made  in  each 
of  the  said  accounts  against  the  said  William  Warren  Baldwin,  were  made 
by  the  said  Francis  Thomas  Billings  as  the  treasurer  of  the  Home  District, 
for  his  per  centage  on  the  receipt  by  him  of  the  sums  of  money  in  the  said 
lists  contained,  for  the  taxes  due  upon  lands  situate  without  the  Home 
District,  and  among  other  lands  upon  Lot  22,  in  the  First  Concession  of 
Plantagenet ; that  the  receipts  written  at  the  end  of  each  of  the  said 
accounts  are  true  copies  cf  the  respective  receipts  given  and  signed  by  the 
said  Francis  Thomas  Billings  as  treasurer  of  the  Home  District,  to  the 
said  late  William  Warren  Baldwin^  on  the  days  they  severally  hear  date, 
and  the  statements  in  the  same  contained  are  true,  that  ail  taxes  due 
and  chargeable  upon  the  said  Lot  No.  22,  in  the  First  Concession  of 
Plantagenet,  from  the  said  1st  day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1833,  to  and  until  the  1st  day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1843, 
had  been  paid  by  the  said  William  Warren  Baldwin  in  his  lifetime,  to  the 
said  Francis  Thomas  Billings  as  the  treasurer  of  the  Home  District  under 
the  statute  in  that  case  provided;  that  the  following  are  the  copies  of  the 
statements  of  account  before  referred  to;  numbered  1,  2,  3,  4,  and  of  the 
receipts  thereunder  written,  shewing  the  manner  in  which  the  various 
entries  were  made : 
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(1) 


No.  of 

Amount  of 

District 

Lot. 

Con. 

Township. 

Acres.  1 

Years. 

Taxes. 

Observations, 

Home,  1 

8.^6  ( 
s.iri 

4 

Reach, 

200 

3 

O 

L o 

i6 

3 

I 

6 

<1 

200: 

D 

o 

i6 

3 

Ottawa,  . 

22 

I 

Plantagenet. 

200 

4 

I 

8 

loj 

(And  so  on  to  the  end  of  the  schedule.) 

Tr«=»a5nrpr’fi  ner  Cent 

7 

74 

15 

86 

3 

2 

Eeceived  of  Dr.  Baldwin  the  assessment  and  road  tax  on  the  within 
mentioned  lands,  amounting  to  86^.  3s.  2d.  currency. 

(Signed),  F.  T.  Billings, 

City  of  Toronto,  April  4,  1834.  Treasurer,  H.D, 

(2) 

St.  George's  Estate  Land  Tax  List,  to  Is^  July,  1836. 


District. 

No.  of 
Lot. 

Con 

Township, 

Acres. 

Years. 

; Amount  of 
j Taxes. 

Home,  1 

5.46) 

5.47) 

4 

Reach. 

200 

3 

£ o 

i6 

3 

(1 

I 

6 

200 

0 

i6 

3 

Ottawa. . 

22 

I 

Plantagenet. 

200 

0 

i6 

3 

(And  so  on 

to  the  end  of  the  schedule.) 

Treasurer’s  Commission  on  remit . . , 

£ 32 

loi 

I 

12 

0 

33 

13 

104 

42 

94 

' 75 

15 

8 

Observations. 


Eeceived  of  Dr.  Baldwin  the  assessment  taxes  on  the  within  lands  to 
1st  July,  1836,  amounting  to  75?.  15s.  8c?. 

Toronto,  June  5,  1837.  (Signed)  F.  T.  Billings. 


(3) 

Eeceived  by  the  hands  of  W.  W.  Baldwin  the  assessment  taxes  on 
the  undermentioned  lands,  for  the  estate  of  the  late  Mr.  St.  George, 
three  years,  to  1st  July,  1839  . 

Home  District — South  halves  of  6 & 7 in  4th  con.  Eeach,  200  acres. 

1 in  6th  con.  do.  200  “ 

Ottawa  District— Lot  22,  in  1st  con.  Plantagenet,  200  acres,  16s.  3c?. 
(And  so  on  to  the  end  of  the  schedule.) 


Total  3900 £54  9 8 

15  17  4 

Commission  on  £30  13  11 1 10  7 


£71  17  7 

Amounting  to  71?.  17s.  Id,  

(Signed),  F.  T.  Billings. 

Toronto,  20th  August,  1840. 
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(4) 


T ax  List  for  the  Lands  of  the  Estate  of  Mr.  St.  George,  up  to 


District. 

No.  of 
Lot. 

Con. 

Township. 

Acres. 

Years. 

Amount 

Taxes: 

of 

Observations, 

Home.  1 

N4  59( 
S.  i 6o  i 

I 

Markham. 

j 95 
( 95 

£ O] 
o 

9 

9 

0 

0 

Ottawa. 

22 

I 

Piantagenet. 

200 

o 

19 

0 

(And  so  on  to  the  end  of  the  schedule.) 

£ 6 

13 

0 

Commission 

o 

8 

0 

Including  lands 

4^ 

13 

in  Amaranth, 

1 

1 49 

14 

I 

Keceived  of  Dr.  Baldwin  the  assessment  and  road  tax  on  the  within 


mentioned  lots,  amounting  to  49^.  14s.  Id, — period  from  1st  July,  1839, 
to  31st  December,  1842,  inclusive. 

£49  14s.  Id. 


(Signed),  F.  T.  Billings,  TJJ.D. 

Toronto,  22nd  July,  1842. 

That  the  books  of  . account  or  entries  of  the  payment  of  the  taxes 
on  the  land  in  Piantagenet  aforesaid,  are  believed  to  be  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  said  F.  T.  Billings,  who  ceased  to  be  treasurer  of  the 
Home  District  sometime  on  or  about  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1843  ; that 
the  treasurer  of  the  Ottawa  District  has  not  received  since  the  1 st  of 
July,  1835,  from  the  said  F.  T.  Billings  as  such  treasurer  of  the  Home 
District,  nor  from  any  one  else  (until  the  payment  hereinafter  mentioned 
made  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant)  the  amount  of  the  aforesaid  pay- 
ments so  made  upon  and  in  respect  of  the  assessments  and  taxes  due 
upon  the  said  land  in  Piantagenet  ; that  according  to  the  books  and 
accounts  of  the  treasurer  of  the  Ottawa  District,  there  appeared  on  the 
1st  of  July,  1843,  an  arrear  for  taxes  and  assessments  due  upon  the  same 
land  in  Piantagenet,  of  eight  years  amounting  to  or  about  the  sum  of 
3Z.  13s.  Zd. ; that  after  a due  notice  of  the  intended  sale  of  the  same 
land  to  satisfy  the  said  arrears,  the  same  land  was,  on  the  10th  day  of 
June,  1844,  sold  to  satisfy  the  same  arrears;  that  on  the  17th  day  of 
February,  1845,  the  now  plaintiff,  having  heard  of  the  sale  of  the  land  in 
piantagenet,  by  his  agent,  wrote  to  the  defendant  for  information  respect- 
ing the  same,  which  letter  the  defendant  on  the  1st  March,  thereafter 
answered,  acquainting  the  plaintiff  of  the  sale  of  the  same  land  on  the 
10th  day  of  June,  1844,  for  eight  years’  arrears  of  taxes  from  the  1st  of 
July,  1835,  to  the  1st  of  July,  1843,  and  advising  the  plaintiff  in  the 
same  letter,  “ to  transmit  to  the  defendant  the  amount  of  the  redemption 

money,  il.  7 s.  10^^.,  before  the  expiration  of  the  year  from  the  said  10th 
“ day  of  June,  1844,  in  order  that  the  error  or  omission,  might  be  effec- 
“ tually  corrected  ” ; that  on  the  13th  day  of  May  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1845,  the  plaintiff  by  his  agent  wrote  a letter  to  the  defendant  in  reply 
to  the  defendant’s  letter  aforesaid  of  date  the  1st  of  March,  1845,  of 
which  letter  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  the  following  is  a true  copy  : 

‘‘Toronto,  13th  May,  1845. 

“ Sir, — I would  have  replied  to  your  letter  at  an  earlier  period,  but  was 
“ desirous  of  awaiting  the  return  of  my  brother,  who  as  the  heir  at  law  of 
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my  father  is  the  legal  owner  of  the  lot  in  question,  though  merely  as 
“ trustee  for  Mr.  St.  George,  and  of  taking  his  instructions  respecting  the 
course  to  he  adopted  respecting  it. 

“ I enclose  you  copies  of  Mr.  Billing’s  receipts  for  the  taxes  on  this  lot, 
“for  the  whole  of  the  period  for  the  supposed  arrears  of  which  it  has 
“ according  to  your  letter  been  sold,  except  for  the  half  of  the  last  of  the 
“ year  in  1843,  leaving  out  all  that  part  of  the  documents  which  refer 
“ to  other  lands,  and  am  ready,  if  you  desire  it,  to  give  you  an  exact  copy 
“ of  the  whole,  and  to  afford  you  any  other  reasonable  satisfaction  as  to 
“ payment  of  these  taxes  which  you  may  require. 

“As  you  however  insist  that  notwithstanding  the  payment  of  these 
“ taxes  to  Mr.  Billings  as  treasurer  of  the  Home  District  under  the 
authority  of  an  act  of  parliament,  your  district  cannot  be  the  loser  by 
“ his  not  having  remitted  the  amount  to  you,  I herewith,  62^^  under  protest, 
“ transmit  you  the  amount  of  redemption  money  claimed  by  your  letter, 
“viz.,  4:1.  7s.  10c?.,  in  order  to  prevent  the  conveyance  of  the  lot  to  a 
“ stranger.  You  will  distinctly  understand,  that  I transmit  this  money 
“ under  pressure  as  well  of  what  is  considered  to  have  been  an  illegal  sale 
“ of  the  lot  in  question,  as  of  your  letter  insisting  on  the  payment  of  the 
“ money  to  save  the  conveyance  of  the  lot,  and  that  the  trustee  will 
;“  pursue  such  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  the  money,  which  has  thus  been 
“a  second  time  paid,  as  may  be  open  to  him  either  at  law  or  in 
“ equity. 

“ I have  the  honour  to  be,  sir,  your  obed’t  serv’t, 

“ (Signed,)  W.  A.  Baldwin. 

“ Thos.  H.  Johnson,  Esq., 

“Treasurer,  Ottawa  District.” 

'That  the  defendant  answered  the  last  mentioned  letter,  by  writing  one  to 
|the  said  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  of  which  the  following  is  a true  copy  : 

“ Treasurer’s  Office,  L’Orignal,  20th  May,  1845. 
“Sir, — I am  duly  in  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  13th  instant, 
covering  a cheque  for  4?.  7s,  10^.  C’y,  being  the  amount  required  to 
redeem  Lot  J!^o.  22,  in  the  First  Concession  of  the  Township  of  Plan- 
“tagenet,  and  for  its  due  redemption  consider  this  a sufficient  voucher. 

“I  note  what  you  say  with  regard  to  your  legal  course,  and  have  only 
“ to^say,  that  if  I have  made  an  error  in  the  matter  I am  responsible  to 
“ make  it  right ; but  if  Mr.  Billings  received  the  money  and  neglected  to 
“ transmit  it  to  me,  it  is  a matter  between,  yourself  and  his  executors,  and 
‘ ‘ If  have  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

“ I have  the  honour  to  be,  sir,  your  most  obed’t  serv’t, 

“ (Signed,)  T.  H.  Johnson. 

“ W.  A.  Baldwin,  Esq.,  Toronto.” 

That  all  of  the  statements  contained  in  the  aforesaid  letters  be  received 
as  admitted  facts  in  this  case  ; that  this  action  was  commenced  on  the 
14th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1845,  after  the  payment  of  the 
money  in  question  in  this  cause ; that  the  sum  in  question  which  the 
plaintiff  claims  from  the  defendant  is  4?.  7s.  10c?.  The  question  for  the 
opinion  of  this  honourable  court  is,  whether  the  plaintiff,  or  the  late  Wil- 
liam Warren  Baldwin,  who  paid  the  taxes  as  aforesaid  to  the  said  Francis 
T.  Billings  as  treasurer  of  the  Home  District,  on  Lot  No.  22,  in  the  First 
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Concession  of  Plantagenet,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  treasurer  of  the  Ottawa 
District,  was  obliged  to  see  that  those  paymemts  were  transmitted  by  the 
said  Francis  T.  Billings  to  the  treasurer  of  the  Ottawa  District,  and 
received  by  the  said  treasurer  of  the  Ottawa  District,  or  not  % And 
whether  the  plaintiff  can  recover  from  the  defendant  the  said  sum  of 
4Z.  Is.  lOd.,  as  money  had  and  received  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff’s 
use,  the  same  sum  having  been  paid  by  the  plaintiff  and  received  by  the 
defendant  under  a protest  against  the  plaintiff’s  liability  to  pay  the  same, 
and  it  having  been  made  by  the  plaintiff  under  compulsion  to  save  his 
inheritance  Or  otherwise  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  ? And 
whether  the  plaintiff  can  sue  for  the  same  in  his  individual  character, 
supposing  the  same  to  have  been  received  to  the  use  of  his  ancestors  1 
And  if  this  honourable  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  plain tiff,or  the  said 
William  Warren  Baldwin,  was  not  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the 
same  payment  so  made  as  aforesaid  to  the  said  Francis  T.  Billings,  as 
treasurer  of  the  Home  District,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  treasurer  of  the 
Ottawa  District,  and  that  the  plaintiff  can  recover  from  the  defendant  the  j 
said  sum  of  4Z.  Is.  lOd.,  as  money  had  and  received  under  the  aforesaid  cir-  | 
cumstances  by  the  defendant  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  then  thatajudg-  ■ 
ment  shall  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  by  confession  or  otherwise,  as  this  I 
honourable  court  shall  think  fit,  against  the  defendant  for  the  said  sum  of  1 
4Z.  Is.  lOcZ.  damages  3 but  it  otherwise,  that  judgment  be  entered  for  the  i 
defendant  against  the  plaintiff  of  nolle  prosequi,  or  as  this  honourable  i 
court  shall  direct. 

Adam  Wilson,  for  plaintiff. 

H.  Eccles,  for  defendant. 

Eobinson,  C.  J. — This  case  is  drawn  up  with  much  care,  and  presents 
the  points  clearly  and  precisely  to  the  judgment  of  the  court.  The  main 
question  arising  upon  the  facts  stated  is  an  important  one,  viz.,  whether 
a person  by  paying  the  taxes  due  upon  his  lands  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
district  in  which  he  resides,  under  the  statute  9 Geo.  4,  ch.  3,  the  land 
being  situated  in  another  district,  is  by  such  payment,  secured  against  the 
lands  being  liable  to  be  sold  for  arrears  of  taxes,  although  the  treasurer 
who  received  the  money  from  him,  shall  have  neglected  to  transmit  it  to 
the  treasurer  of  the  district  in  which  the  lands  lie. 

It  is  not  stated  in  the  case,  whether  the  treasurer  of  the  Ottawa  District, 
in  which  the  lands  are,  did  or  did  not  know  of  the  taxes  having  been  paid 
in  the  Home  District,  when  he  returned  them  as  being  in  arrear.  That 
he  had  not  received  the  money  is  all  that  is  admitted,  but  as  the  act  1 
directs  that  the  money  shall  be  transmitted  with  the  accounts,  it  should 
be  inferred  I suppose,  in'  the  absence  of  any  statement  to  the  contrary, ; 
that  as  the  taxes  were  not  paid  over,  no  account  of  their  payment  had 
been  furnished,  and  that  the  lands  were  sold  in  ignorance  that  the  appa-  i 
rent  arrears  had  been  in  fact  discharged,  so  far  as  the  payment  of  the  ji 
money  to  the  treasurer  of  the  foreign  district  could  be  a discharge.  | 

The  next  question  which  the  case  presents  is,  whether  this  plaintiff  can, ! 
under  the  circumstances,  maintain  this  action,for  money  had  and  received, 
whatever  may  seem  to  be  the  legal  consequence  of  the  payment  to  the  j'' 
treasurer  of  the  Home  District,  upon  the  validity  of  the  sale.  R 

We  have  given  much  consideration  to  the  first  question,  and  I believe  I j 
my  brothers  as  well  as  myself,  are  prepared  to  express  an  opinion  upon  it,.fj 
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if  it  were  necessary  to  the  determination  of  this  case,  but  as  it  does  not 
appear  to  be  so,  we  think  it  better  to  abstain.  - It  is  an  important  question, 
and  one  that  we  apprehend  may  be  raised  in  many  cases,  and  it  seems 
therefore  desirable  that  it  should  be  left  to  be  determined  without  preju- 
dice when  it  shall  arise,  as  it  may  in  some  case,  involving  larger  interests 
and  when  the  attention  of  the  parties  and  their  counsel  may  be  drawn, 
more  exclusively  to  it  from  the  fact  of  the  case  turning  wholly  upon  it. 
Our  judgment  proceeds,  at  present,  entirely  on  the  last  point.  It  is  our 
opinion  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  back  the  money  which  he  has 
paid  to  the  defendant,  in  the  manner  and  under  the  circumstances  stated. 
When  he  learned  that  the  land  had  been  sold,and  within  the  period  allow- 
ed for  redemption,  he  resolved  to  take  such  steps  as  appeared  necessary 
for  saving  the  land.  If  by  reason  of  the  payment  which  he  had  made  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  Home  District,  before  the  sale,  the  land  was  discharged 
and  the  sale  must  be  held  invalid,  then,  of  course,  he  was  under  no  legal 
compulsion  to  pay  the  assessment  a second  time.  But  declining,  and 
prudently,  perhaps,  to  rely  upon  that,  he  determined  to  do  whatever  he 
might  find  necessary  for  saving  the  land.  If  at  any  time  before  the  sale, 
the  plaintiff  learning  that  the  money  had  not  been  remitted,  had  informed 
the  sheriff  of  the  fact  of  his  having  paid  it  to  the  treasurer  of  another  dis- 
trict, that  would  not  have  warranted  the  sheriff  in  forbearing  to  sell,  or  at 
least  would  not  have  made  it  his  duty  to  do  so,  and  so  also  when  within 
the  year  after  the  sale,  he  went  or  applied  to  the  treasurer  of  the  District 
of  Ottawa,  and  gave  him  the  information,  the  latter  conceived,  and  as  I 
think,  rightly,  that  he  could  not  discharge  the  land,  and  therefore  could 
give  him  no  release  till  he  actually  received  the  money.  The  3rd  clause 
of  the  9th  Geo.  4,  ch.  23,  makes  that  clear,  as  I think.  Then  under 
these  circumstances,  and  with  a full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  the  plain- 
tiff pays  to  the  defendant  the  sum  necessary  for  redeeming  his  land, 
telling  him,  at  the  same  time,  that  he  pays  it  under  protest,  in  order  to 
prevent  tbe  conveyance  of  the  lot  to  a stranger,  and  under  the  pressure 
occasioned  by  the  sale,  though  he  conceived  it  to  be  illegal,  reserving  to 
himself  to  pursue  such  remedy  as  he  might  think  proper  for  getting  back 
his  money.  The  defendant  was  not  moving  in  the  matter,  he  did  not 
exact  the  payment  from  the  plaintiff,  any  further  than  by  making  him 
aware  upon  his  application,  that  he  could  not  discharge  the  land  till  the 
taxes  were  actually  paid  into  his  hands,  whether  by  the  plaintiff  or  by 
the  treasurer  of  the  Home  District  was  immaterial  to  him.  He  therefore 
took  the  money  when  it  was  offered  to  him,  observing  that  if  he  had  made 
an  error  in  the  matter  he  was  responsible  to  make  it  right,  but  that  if 
Mr.  Billings  (the  treasurer  of  the  Home  District)  had  received  the  money 
and  neglected  to  transmit  it,  it  was  a matter  between  the  plaintiff  and 
Mr,  Billings,  with  which  he  (the  defendant)  had  nothing  to  do.  It  is 
very  clear  that  up  to  that  time  the  defendant  had  committed  no  error. 
He  could  not  avoid  returning  the  land  as  in  arrear,  for  it  was  so  according 
to  the  express  provisions  of  the  law  ; all  that  was  done  afterwards,  was 
done  by  others,  not  by  him,  and  done  legally  in  obedience  to  the  statute. 
The  plaintiff,  when  he  learned  what  the  fact  was,  had  his  option  either  to 
see  that  Mr.  Billings  remitted  the  taxes  which  he  had  received,  or  to  pay 
them  himself  in  the  first  instance,  since  they  must  at  all  events  be  paid 
before  the  land  could  be  credited,  and  then  to  take  his  remedy  against 
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Mr.  Billings.  He  took  the  latter  course  of  paying  the  money  himself,, 
and  having  done  so,  he  cannot,  in  our  opinion,  turn  round  upon  the  de- 
fendant, and  sue  for  the  money  hack  again. 

It  would  he  contrary,  we  think,  to  well  settled  principles  of  law,  to 
hold  that  this  defendant,  a public  officer,  receiving  a sum  of  money  legally 
under  such  circumstances,  can  he  hurthened  with  an  action  to  force  out 
of  his  hands,  a payment  voluntarily  made  to  him,  (as  we  hold  this  to  have 
been)  with  knowledge  of  all  the  facts.  And  the  accompanying  the  p s- 
ment  with  a protest,  which  the  defendant  could  not  prevent,  and  had 
nothing  to  do  with, could  not  give  a right  of  action.  I refer  to  the  cases  of 
Knibhs  v.  Hall,  (a)  and  Brown  v.  McKinally.  (b)  In  the  latter  of  these 
cases  there  was,it  is  true, an  objection  to  the  recovery  which  does  not  apply 
here.  An  action  had  been  brought  against  Brown,by  McKinally, upon  which 
the  latter  had  paid  the  money,  but  as  in  this  case  under  protest,  and  then 
he  brought  an  action  to  recover  it  back.  The  court  said  he  should 
have  resisted  the  demand  in  the  first  suit  if  he  meant  to  dispute  it  at  all. 
The  same  principle  applies  to  the  present  case,  for  there  was  no  judgment 
in  the  for  mer  action.  It  was  merely  a demand  made  by  action,  and 
voluntarily  acquiesced  in.  And  there  are  many  cases  in  which  the  money 
was  paid  as  it  was  here,  without  an  action,  in  which  the  plaintiff’s  right 
to  recover  has  been  denied,  when  there  has  been  neither  fraud,  nor  mistake 
of  facts,  nor  duress.  If  the  plaintiff  bad  neither  paid  the  money  himself 
nor  procured  the  other  treasurer  to  pay  it,  the  only  consequence  would 
have  been  that  the  sheriff  would  have  made  a deed  to  the  purchaser,  the 
land  not  being  redeemed  ; and  then  it  would  have  been  for  the  plaintiff  to 
contend  that  the  lands  were  discharged  of  the  tax  by  the  first  payment, 
that  the  foundation  of  the  sale  was  wanting,  and  therefore  that  his  estate 
could  not  be  taken  from  him  on  the  ground  of  a forfeiture  which  was  not 
incurred.  Bather  than  trust  the  matter  upon  that  issue,  the  plaintiff 
exercised  his  discretion  and  paid  the  money  himself  to  this  defendant, 
who  merely  received  it  because  the  plaintiff  chose  to  pay  it.  It  cannot 
be  said  here  as  was  said  by  Littledale,  J.,  in  Morgan  v.  Palmer  (c),  ‘fihat 
the  plaintiff  was  merely  passive  and  submitted  to  pay  the  sum  claimed.” 
On  the  contrary,  he  offered  it  to  the  other,  who  received  it,  and  who 
moreover  was  not  only  entitled  to  receive  it  but  bound  td  receive  it  when 
offered. 

What  do  the  facts  of  this  case  amount  to  more  than  this  1 The 
plaintiff’s  lands  stand  charged  with  a tax,  from  which  they  cannot  be 
discharged  until  a certain  sum  of  money  is  actually  paid  into  the  defen- 
dant’s hands;  he  knowing  all  the  facts,  and  the  defendant  having  done 
nothing  wrong,  and  demanding  nothing, the  plaintiff  pays  a sum  of  money 
into  his  hands,  which  the  defendant  does  no  wrong  in  receiving  at  his 
request.  Surely  no  authority  can  be  shewn  which  will  support  the 
plaintiff  in  turning  immediately  round  upon  the  defendant  and  suing  for 
the  money  back.  The  defendant  held  nothing  of  the  plaintiff’s  in  his 
hands,  and  had  exacted  nothing  ; he  had  indeed  nothing  more  to  do  after 
the  sale  than  to  receive  the  redemption  money  from  any  one  who  chose 
to  pay  it. 

Nonsuit  to  be  entered. 


(a)  1 Esp.  N.  P.  C.  84. 


(b)  Ib.  279. 


(c)  2 B&  C.  739. 
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Doe  DEM,  Peter  McGill  v.  Shea. 

Where  the  nominee  of  land  from  the  crown  gave  a bond  for  a deed  of  the  land, 
to  be  made  when  the  patent  should  issue,  and  in  the  same  bond  conveyed  the 
land,  and  covenanted  to  guarantee  the  title : Held,  on  ejectment  brought  by  a 
party  claiming  from_  the  nominee  under  a deed  executed  by  him  after  the 
letters  patent  had  issued,  that  this  bond  gave  to  the  obligee  no  title  by 
estoppel. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  and  ejectment  of  farm,  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  for  the  recovery  of  the  south-westerly 
quarter  of  Lot  No.  2,  in  the  7th  concession  of  the  Township  of  Flamboro’ 
East.  The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue ; and  issue  having  been 
joined  thereon,  the  following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this 
honourable  court: — That  sometime  before  the  year  of  our  Lord  1797, 
Thomas  Miller,  having  located  for  Lot  No.  2,  in  the  7th  concession  of 
Ancaster  (now  called  Elamboro’  East),  executed  under  seal  the  following 
instruments : 

“ Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  Thomas  Miller,  of  Newark, 
“ in  the  County  of  Lincoln,in  the  Home  District  of  the  Province  of  Tapper,. 
“ Canada,  am  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  William  Dickson,  of  Newark, 
‘‘  in  the  County  of  Lincoln  and  Home  District  of  the  Province  of  Upper 
“ Canada  aforesaid,  merchant,  in  the  sum  of  .£100  good  and  lawful  money 
“ of  the  province  aforesaid,  to  be  paid  to  him  the  said  William  Dickson, 
“ his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns  ; and  for  which  payment 
“ well  and  truly  to  be  made,  I bind  mysdf,  my  heirs,  executors  and 
“ administrators,  firmly  by  these  presents,  sealed  with  my  seal,  and  dated 
“ at  Newark,  in  the  County  of  Lincoln  and  Home  District  of  the  province 
aforesaid,  this  4th  day  of  February,  in  the  37th  year  of  his  Majesty’s 
reign,  and  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1797.  The  condition  of  this  obli- 
“ gation  is  such,  that  if  the  above  bounden  Thomas  Miller  shall  and 
“ do  well  and  truly,  within  six  calendar  months  from  and  after  the 
“ day  of  the  date  of  these  presents,  or  whensoever  afterwards  thereunto 
“ required,  convey,  transfer  and  assign,  by  a sufficient  and  lawful  instru- 
“ ment  in  writing  or  deed,  unto  the  aforesaid  William  Dickson,  his  heirs, 
“ executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  a certain  tract  or  parcel  of  land, 
“ lying,  being  and  situate  in  the  province  aforesaid  and  the  same  being 
“ known  and  described  by  the  name  and  description  of  Lot  No.  2 in  the 
“ 7th  concession  of  the  Township  of  Flamboro’  East,  in  the  Home  Dis- 
“ trict,  and  containing  200  acres  or  thereabouts  ; of  which  tract  or  parcel 
“ of  land  the  above  bounden  Thomas  Miller  became  seised,  possessed  and 
“ invested  by  the  gift,  donation,  bounty  and  grant  of  our  sovereign  lord 
“ the  now  king,  as  will  more  satisfactorily  and  fully  appear  by  the  original 
“ deed  of  gift  or  grant  thereof  from  his  Majesty,  now  obtained  or  hereafter 
“ to  be  obtained  under  the  great  seal  of  the  province  aforesaid,  which  the 
“ above  bounden  Thomas  Miller  promises  and  binds  himself  to  procure, 
“ and  afterwards  when  thereunto  required  deliver  and  surrender  into  the 
“ hands  of  the  aforesaid  William  Dickson,  his  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators  or  assigns,  for  his  or  their  security  in  this  behalf,  within  the 
“ space  of  six  calendar  months  from  the  day  of  the  date  of  these  presents, 
“ or  at  any  time  afterwards  when  he  the  said  above  bounden  Thomas 
“ Miller  shall  or  may  be  thereunto  required  ; which  tract  or  parcel  of  land 
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“ SO  above  described,  and  every  part  and  parcel  thereof,  the  above  bounden 
“ ''rhomas  Miller  has  sold,  transferred,  assigned,  made  over,  leased  and 
released,  and  does  hereby  sell,  transfer,  assign,  make  over,  lease  and 
release  for  ever,  unto  the  aforesaid  William  Dickson,  his  heirs,  executors, 
“ administrators  and  assigns,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  £20 
“ to  him  the  above  bounden  Thomas  Miller  in  hand  paid,  the  receipt 
“ whereof  he  the  said  above  bounden  Thomas  Miller  does  hereby  acknow- 
“ ledge ; and  accordingly  does  further  promise  and  bind  himself  to  put, 
“ maintain,  guarantee  and  defend  for  ever  him,  the  aforesaid  William 
“ Dickson,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  in  the  peaceable 
and  undisturbed  possession  of  the  aforesaid  tract  or  parcel  of  land  so 
sold,  in  as  ample  and  perfect  a manner,  and  under  the  same  restrictions 
“ and  limitations  only,  as  the  said  original  deed  of  gift  or  grant  from  the 
“ crown  can  put,  maintain  and  defend  him,  the  above  bounden  Thomas 
“ Miller,  therein  ; then  and  in  that  case  this  obligation  to  be  null  and  of 
no  eftect ; or  otherwise,  to  continue  in  full  force  and  virtue. 

“ Signed,  Thomas  Miller.” 

“ Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  Thomas  Miller  of  the  County 
“ of  Lincoln  in  the  Province  of  Upper  Canada,  in  consideration  of  a 
sum  of  money  to  me  in  hand  paid  by  William  Dickson,  of  Newark, 
“ Merchant,  the  receipt  of  which  I do  hereby  acknowledge,  have  sold, 
“ bargained  and  transferred  all  my  right,  title,  interest  and  claim  to  a 
certain  parcel  or  tract  of  land,  consisting  of  200  acres,  lying  and  being 
“ in  the  Township  of  Flamboro’  East,  County  of  York  and  Home  District, 
known  as  Lot  No.  2,  in  the  7th  concession  of  the  said  township.  And 
“ I do  further  authorise  the  said  William  Dickson  to  alien,  grant  and 
convey  the  said  tract  before  mentioned,  and  to  do  all  other  acts  requisite 
“ for  completing  and  fulfilling  the  within  sale,  either  by  putting  my  hand 
to  any  instrument  hereafter  for  securing  or  quietly  enjoying  the  same, 
“ or  by  affixing  my  seal  to  any  or  all  instruments  hereafter  in  any  manner 
affecting  the  said  tract.  In  witness  whereof  I have  hereunto  set  my 
“ hand  and  seal,  this  fourth  day  of  February,  1797, 

“ Signed,  Thomas  Miller.” 

That  Thomas  Miller  died  about  thirteen  years  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit.  That  William  Dickson,  named  in  the  above  intsru- 
ments,  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  the  same  instruments,  and  before 
the  issuing  of  the  patent  hereinafter  mentioned,  conveyed  the  same  land 

to  one Todd  in  fee  simple,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1802,  by  deed  and 

of  bargain  and  sale,  which  was  duly  registered  in  the  same  year  in  the 
register  office  for  the  County  of,  York  in  which  county  the  land  aforesaid 

v/as  then  situated.  That  the  said Todd,  after  the  year  1802,  and 

within  about  the  period  of  four  years  thereafter  by  another  deed  of  bargain 
and  sale,  for  a valuable  consideration  conveyed  the  same  Lot  No.  2 to 
one  James  McGill  in  fee  simple.  That  after  the  making  of  the  last  men 
tioned  conveyance,  and  before  the  issuing  of  the  patent  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, the  said  James  McGill  departed  this  life,  leaving  Francis  Des 
Kivieres  his  heir-at-law  and  the  party  entitled  to  the  same  Lot  No.  2 in 
fee  simple.  That  the  said  Francis  Des  Eivieres  sometime  after  the  death 
of  the  said  James  McGill,  and  after  the  issuing  of  the  patent  hereinafter 
mentioned,  by  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  made  between  him  the  said 
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Francis  Des  Rivieres  of  the  first  part,  and  Peter  McGill  of  the  second 
part,  conveyed  the  whole  of  the  said  lot  number  two  to  the  said  Peter 
McGill  in  fee  simple  for  a valuable  consideration  dated  about  September 
1839,  and  duly  registered  on  9th  October,  1839  ; that  sometime  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1824,  and  before  the  15th  day  of  March  in  that  year,, 
the  patent  from  the  crown  for  the  whole  of  the  said  lot  issued  to  the  said 
Thomas  Miller,  the  locatee  aforesaid,  in  fee  simple.  That  on  the  fifteenth 
day  of  March  in  the  year  last  mentioned,  the  said  Thomas  Miller  by  a 
deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  for  a valuable  consideration,  conveyed  the  south 
west  half  of  the  same  lot,  containing  one  hundred  acres  of  land,  be  the 
same  more  or  less,  to  William  Bergin,  in  fee  simple,  and  which  last  men- 
tioned conveyance  was  registered  in  the  county  register  office  for  the 
counties  of  Wentworth  and  Halton,  in  the  latter  of  which  counties  the 
same  land  is  situate,  on  the  17th  day  of  March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1824.  That  the  said  William  Bergin,  after  the  making  of  the  last  men- 
tioned deed,  and  before  the  making  of  the  deed  hereinafter  mentioned 
to  the  defendant  by  an  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale,  for  a valuable  con- 
sideration, conveyed  the  same  south  west  half  of  the  lot  aforesaid  to  one 
Bryan  Fay,  in  fee  simple,  and  which  said  last  mentioned  deed  was  duly 
registered  in  the  register  office  aforesaid  sometime  before  the  making  of 
the  indenture  herein  before  last  mentioned.  That  the  said  Peter  McGill, 
sometime  in  or  about  the  year  of  our  Lord  1838,  contracted  to  sell  for  a 
valuable  consideration  the  whole  of  the  said  lot  number  two,  to  one  James 
Laing,  in  fee  simple,  who  thereupon  entered  into  the  possession  of  the 
same  lot,  and  made  improvements  thereon,  and  remained  in  possession 
until  ejected  as  hereinafter  stated.  That  the  said  Bryan  Fay,  by  an  in- 
denture of  bargain  and  sale,  made  for  a valuable  consideration,  conveyed 
on  the  17th  day  of  October,  1838,  the  south  vvesterly  quarter  of  the  samo 
lot,  being  the  premises  in  question  in  this  cause,  to  the  defendant  in  fee 
simple,  and  that  this  last  mentioned  conveyance  wms  registered  in  the 
same  county  register  office  on  the  30th  day  of  September,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1840.  That  the  land  in  question  had  never  been  actually 
occupied  or  cultivated  by  any  one,  till  about  the  year  of  our  Loi’d  1838,. 
when  the  said  James  Laing  entered  into  possession  ; and  that  the  said 
James  Laing  was  in  or  about  the  month  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  1845,  ejected  under  a judgment  of  this  honourable  court,  from  the 
same  land  by  the  said  William  Shea,  on  a special  case  lately  heretofore 
stated  between  them  of  the  same  facts,  excepting  the  copy  of  the  instru- 
ment firstly  above  in  this  case  set  forth.  The  question  for  the  opinion 
of  this  honourable  court  is,  whether  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  from  the  defendant,  upon  the  above  state  of  facts,  the  south 
westerly  quarter  of  lot  number  two  in  the  7th  concession  of  Flamboro’ 
Eist,  containing  fifty  acres  of  land*?  And  if  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  from  the  defendant 
the  same  parcel  of  land,  then  it  is  agreed  by  and  between  the  said  parties 
that  a judgment  shall  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant 
by  confession  or  otherwise,  as  this  honourable  court  shall  think  fi^  But 
if  the  court  shall  be  of  a contrary  opinion,  then  that  a judgment  shall  be 
entered  for  the  defendant  by  nolle  prosequi  or  otherwise,  as  this  honour- 
able court  may  think  fit.  And  that  judgment  thereon  shall  be  entered 
accordingly. 
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J.  Hillyard  Cameron  and  J.  L.  Rohinson  for  plaintiff. 

A,  Wilson,  for  defendant. 

Eobinson,  C.  j. — It  is  impossible,  in  my  opinion,  to  maintain  a title 
by  estoppel  on  this  instrument  of  4th  February  1797,  which  has  been 
now  brought  under  the  consideration  of  the  court,  and  which  was  acci- 
dentally omitted  to  be  stated  when  the  case  was  first  brought  before  us. 
The  other  instrument  taken  from  Miller  on  the  same  day,  we  have  held 
to  be  clearly  incapable  of  giving  a title  by  estoppel,  because  very  properly, 
and  according  to  the  truth  of  the  case,  and  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
is  only  professed  to  transfer  such  right  or  claim  as  the  locatee.  Miller, 
then  had  to  the  land,  and  not  to  convey  the  legal  title,  of  which  it  was 
clear  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  that  he  was  not  seized.  Then  why 
were  that  instrument  and  the  one  now  before  us,  taken  from  the  same 
party,  on  the  same  day,  and  upon  the  same  transaction  Clearly,  I think, 
because  the  purchaser  of  Miller’s  right  thought  that  besides  taking  from 
Miller  a plain  and  direct  transfer  of  his  title,  to  the  land,  such  as  it  was, 
(and  it  was  plainly  acknowledged  to  be  imperfect),  he  would  do  well  to 
take  from  him  a bond  in  a penalty,  which  might  afford  a plain  and  perfect 
remedy  against  him,  if  he  should  fail  in  proving  and  giving  him  a perfect 
legal  title.  Now,  it  would  be  a singular  consequence  of  such  a transac- 
tion, and  would  show  not  a very  reasonable  state  of  our  law,  if  we  could 
hold,  that,  while  the  instrument  intended  to  be  the  actual  transfer  of  the 
loeatee' s right,  (such  as  it  was),  did  not  convey  a legal  title  to  the  property, 
because  it  was  evident  on  the  face  of  it,  that  it  could  not  do  so,  and  did 
not  profess  to  do  so,  yet  that  a bond,  given  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
a pecuniary  remedy  in  case  of  failure,  should  have  the  effect  of  conveying 
a right  which  the  instrument  itself  could  not  convey.  An  estoppel  is  so 
far  not  favoured  in  law,  that  the  principle  will  not  be  extended  by  con- 
struction ; the  estoppel  must  lie  clearly  on  the  face  of  the  deed,  which, 
upon  its  whole  contents,  must  import  that  the  party  assumes  to  pass  the 
estate  absolutely  by  hhat  very  deed.  When  he  has  made  such  a deed, 
he  cannot  be  allowed  afterwards  to  say  that  he  could  not,  and  therefore, 
did  not  convey  by  it  the  land  he  assumed  to  convey.  But  it  has  always 
been  a principle  in  estoppel,  that  when  the  truth  appears  any  where  in 
the  same  instrument,  there  can  be  no  estoppel.  It  is  quite  clear  on  the 
face  of  this  instrument  (which  is  irregular  and  informal,)  that  it  was  not 
meant  to  convey  a title,  but  to  secure  the  due  making  of  a title  there- 
after when  the  party  should  be  in  a condition  to  do  it.  It  does  not  (in 
its  whole  tenor),  assume  to  do  the  act  of  making  a good  title,  but  it  sub- 
jects the  obligor  (for  it  is  a bond  and  nothing  else),  to  pay  a penalty 
if  he  does  not  make  it.  It  would  be  repugnant  to  the  intention  and  tenor 
of  the  instrument  to  hold  that  that  is  in  fact  done  by  it,  which  it  only 
stipulates  shall  be  done  afterwards  ; or  rather  it  does  not  clearly  stipulate 
that  it  shall  be,  but  provides  a penalty  for  failure  if  it  is  not  done.  Mil- 
ler binds  himself  by  this  bond  to  convey  in  six  months,  (evidently  because 
he  had  not  at  the  time  a title,  as  the  writing  itself  shews),  and  we  can- 
not hold  him  (and  still  less  his  assignees),  estopped  by  the  instrument, 
from  saying  what  the  instrument  itself  plainly  says,  namely  that  he  could 
not,  and  did  not  pretend  to  convey  the  land  by  that  deed,  but  only 
bound  himself  to  convey  it  afterwards. 


Judgment  for  defendant. 


DOB  DBM  M GILL  V.  SHBA. 


487 


PowBLL  V.  H.  J.  Boulton. 

'Where  in  debt  on  bond  conditioned  to  save  the  plaintiff  harmless  from  all  dam- 
ages or  suits  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  regarding  a certain  sum  of  money, 
stated  to  have  been  advanced  by  one  A.  B,,  to  the  plaintift,  through  the  agency 
of  C,  D.,  and  which  said  sum  of  money  is  also  claimed  to  have  been  paid  to 
the  plaintiff  by  one  E,  F.,  and  be  now  due  and  owing  to  him,  the  defendant 
pleaded,  that  the  plaintiff,  if  damnified,  was  damnified  of  his  own  wrong,  and 
the  plaintiff  replied  setting  out  a breach  by  the  recovery  of  judgment  and 
execution  against  him  by  E.  f.,  for  the  said  sum  of  money,  and  the  defen- 
dant rejoined  that  the  judgment  was  recovered  by  the  fraud  and  covin  of  the 
plaintiff,  upon  which  issue  was  joined  ; and  on  the  trial,  it  was  shewn  that  the 
recovery  at  the  suit  of  E.  F,  had  been  on  admissions  made  by  the  plaintiff 
after  the  execution  of  the  indemnity  bond.  Held  that  such  evidence  was  not 
sufficient  to  support  the  defendant’s  plea,  and  the  plaintiff  having  recovered  a 
verdict,  the  court  refused  a new  trial  or  to  arrest  the  judgment. 

Plaintiff  sues  in  debt  on  bond  of  defendant  made  28th  July  1842,  in 
,.£500  penalty.  Defendant  craves  oyer  and  sets  out  the  condition,  which 
is  as  follows,  “the  condition,  &c.,  is  such,  that  if  the  above  bounden  H. 
“J,  Boulton,  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  shall  well  and  truly, 
“in  all  things  and  at  all  times,  save  the  within  named  Edward  Powell, 
“the  (plaintiff),  his  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  harmless  from  all  damage  or 
“suits,  either  in  law  or  equity,  regarding  a certain  sum  of  money  stated 
“to  have  been  advanced  by  one  George  W.  Buller  to  the  said  Edward 
“Powell,  through  the  agency  of  James  Boulton,  Esq.  ; and  which  said 
“sum  of  money  is  also  claimed  to  have  been  paid  to  said  Powell  by  and 
“on  account  of  one  Alexander  M’Leod,  and  to  be  now  due  and  owing  to 
“him,  and  shall  also  in  case  of  the  arrest  of  the  said  Edward  Powell,  find 
“and  give  bail  as  well  to  the  sheriff,  as  to  the  action  for  or  on  account  of 
“any  suit  brought  on  account  of  the  said  money,  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
“said  Alexander  McLeod,  or  any  other  party;  and  shall  well  and  truly 
^‘discharge  all  damages,  costs  and  charges  recovered  or  awarded  in  law 
“or  equity,  regarding  the  said  sum  of  money,  or  any  part  thereof,  without 
“damage  or  prejudice  to  the  said  Edward  Powell,  or  his  heirs,  &c.,  then 
“this  obligation  to  be  void.” 

Defendant  then  pleads  that  “to  whatever  extent  plaintiff  has  been 
“damnified  by  reason  of  any  matter  in  the  condition  mentioned,  he,  the 
“plaintiff,  was  the  occasion  thereof,  and  hath  been  so  damnified  of  his  own 
“wrong,  and  by  his  own  voluntary  act,  and  by  and  through  his  own  means 
“and  default.” 

Plaintiff  replies,  setting  out  as  a breach  that  on  the  10th  August, 
1842,  McLeod  sued  him  in  the  Queen’s  Bench,  for  the  recovery  of  the 
money  in  the  said  condition  mentioned,  and  did,  on  the  8th  April,  1843, 
recover  judgment,  under  which  his  lands  have  been  seised  upon  an  execu- 
tion endorsed  to  levy  229Z.  Os.  11c?,,  besides  costs, &c.,  that  the  sheriff  still 
holds  his  lands  in  execution;  of  all  which  defendant  had  notice.  Second; 
for  a further  breach,  that  on  8th  April,  1843,  McLeod  recovered  judg- 
ment against  plaintiit  for  £229  0^.  11c?.  being  the  sum  mentioned  in  the 
condition  with  damages  and  costs,  and  that  his  lands  were  seized  and  held 
in  execution;  of  all  which  defendant  had  notice,  and  hath  not  discharged 
all  damages,  costs  and  charges  &c.,  without  damage  or  prejudice,  (following 
the  words  of  the  condition),  and  so  plaintiff  damnified.  Third;  defendant 
rejoins  that  “the  judgment  in  the  replication  of  the  plaintiff  alleged  to 
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“ have  been  recovered,  was  so  recovered  by  the  frauds  covin,  voluntary 
“ act,  and  wrong  of  the  said  Edward  Pom^U,  the  above plaintif,  and  by  Ms 
“ own  means,  and  through  his  own  defaulff  Plaintiff  takes  issue  on  this  in 
the  following  terms  : that  the  judgment,  &c.  was  so  recovered  not  by 
“ the  fraud,  covin,  voluntary  act  and  wrong  of  the  said  Edward  Powell, 
“ nor  by  his  own  means,  nor  through  his  own  default,  &c.”  The  bond 
being  thus  admitted  on  the  pleadings,  the  defendant  commenced  at  the 
trial,  by  offering  evidence  in  support  of  his  rejoinder,  that  the  judgment 
was  obtained  by  the  covin  and  voluntary  act  of  the  plaintiff.  Eor  that 
purpose  an  affidavit  was  put  in  and  proved,  which  the  plaintiff  had  made 
before  a commissioner:  and  the  evidence  taken  on  the  trial  of  the  cause  of 
McLeod  V.  Powell,  before  Mr.  Justice  Hagerman,  was  also  read  by  con- 
sent- These  were  to  the  following  effect : 

It  was  proved  that  the  plaintiff’s  attorney  had  been  changed  in  the 
case  of  Powell  v.  Boulton,  while  a motion  for  a new  trial  was  pending, 
Mr.  Brock  being  put  in  the  place  of  Mr.  Blake  by  motion,  and  that  the 
new  attorney  informed  the  court  that  the  plaintiff  (Powell)  did  not  desire 
any  judgment  to  be  pronounced;  in  other  words,  that  he  contemplated 
no  further  proceeding  on  the  verdict- 

Then  one  Stocking  was  examined  as  a witness  for  the  plaintiff  on 
the  trial;  and  he  stated  that  on  some  day  in  July  (1842)  he  saw 
Powell  in  his  yard,  when  he  admitted  that  he  owed  McLeod  some- 
thing, and  wished  to  keep  out  of  his  way,  for  that  he  had  just  been 
making  a settlement  with  Mr.  Boulton,  (the  bond  is  dated  28tb  July, 
1842)  and  was  afraid  McLeod  would  arrest  him.  Mr.  Boulton,  he  said, 
was  to  indemnify  him  if  he  was  arrested. 

A witness  named  Gardner,  also  swore  that  a few  days  before  the  trial 
of  McLeod  v.  Powell,  viz.  on  Sunday  the  16th  October,  Powell  and 
McLeod  were  together  at  his  house  in  Toronto,  that  Powell  confessed 
that  he  had  settled  with  Boulton, — that  McLeod  asked  him  if  he  had 
not  paid  him,  Powell,  .£200,  and  Powell  admitted  that  he  had  ; that 
McLeod  said  “Boulton  says  he  paid  it  to  me  in  your  presence,”  and  that 
Powell  replied,  “he  had  done  no  such  thing;”  that  Powell  further  said  that 
he,  Powell,  had  admitted  to  Stocking,  thai  he  owed  McLeod  £200,  but 
that  Stocking  was  too  drunk  to  remember  it;  that  he  had  also  admitted 
it  to  Griffin,  who  was  then  at  Detroit.  He  said  he  wished  McLeod 
would  win  the  suit ; that  he,  Powell,  was  indemnified  by  Henry  J.  Boul- 
ton, (this  defendant) ; that  Powell  and  McLeod  came  to  Gardner’s  house 
together,  and  had  something  to  eat  and  to  drink  while  they  had  this  con- 
versation. 

One  Young  also  swore,  that  he  was  present  on  the  same  occasion,  and 
heard  Powell  say  that  Griffin  was  the  only  person  who  could  prove  his 
admission  respecting  a claim  of  £200,  made  on  him  by  McLeod,  and 
that  he  was  then  living  at  Detroit ; he  said  also,  that  he  had  admitted 
to  Stocking  that  Mr.  Boulton  had  never  paid  McLeod  the  money,  and 
that  he  knew  it  never  had  been  paid. 

This  was  all  the  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  case  of  McLeod  v. 
Powell,  and  after  it  had  been  given,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  Powell, 
called  on  the  plaintiff  at  that  trial  to  produce  a receipt  mentioned  in  a notice 
that  had  been  served  two  days  before.  The  receipt  was  stated  to  be  at 
Hiagara  ; it  was  not  produced  ; no  evidence  was  given  of  the  service  of 
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notice  which  was  not  put  in,  and  the  defendant’s  counsel  declined  giving 
any  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  receipt  spoken  of,  though  the  plaintiff 
assented  that  he  might  do  so.  This  receipt  is  the  one  alluded  to  in 
Powell’s  affidavit. 

On  this  evidence  the  jury  in  that  cause  gave  a verdict  for  plaintiff 
201Z  . 15s.  The  affidavit  of  Powell  was  used  on  a motion  for  a new  trial 
in  that  action,  which  however  was  not  granted.  It  was  to  this  effect,  that 
he,  Powell,  well  remembered  McLeod  during  the  then  last  assizes  at 
Toronto,  speaking  to  him  at  an  oyster  house,  in  presence  of’  Gardner  and 
Young,  respecting  that  suit,  that  he  then  stated  he  had  got  the  money  in 
question,  and  that  if  he,  McLeod,  had  not  received  it,  he,  Powell,  owed 
him  the  amount  lent ; that  he,  the  deponent,  felt  satisfied  then,  and  does 
now  that  McLeod  had  received  the  amount,  as  he  had  seen  a receipt 
in  the  hands  of  one  Long  some  months  before,  signed  by  him,  Powell, 
the  body  of  which  was  in  McLeod’s  writing,  and  which  receipt  stated 
that  McLeod  “ had  received  the  sum  in  question  from  James  Boulton  J 
He  further  stated  in  the  affidavit,  ‘Hhat  it  was  on  seeing  that  receipt 
“ that  he  determined  on  withdrawing  the  suit  instituted  hy  McLeod,  in 
defendant's  name,  conceiving  it  to  be  grossly  unjust  to  enforce  the  ver- 
“ diet  rendered  in  his  favour  against  Boulton,  when  it  was  evident  that 
“ he  had  been  deceived  by  McLeod  as  to  the  state  of  the  claim  against 
“ Boulton,  who  had  acted  a friendly  part  in  becoming  surety  for  the 
‘‘debt  to  Buller,  and  which  James  Boulton  has  since  paid.”  That 
he  never  admitted  to  Stocking  that  he  owed  McLeod  on  the  occasion 


stated,  or  at  any  time,  but  did  say  that  he  did  not  wish  to  see  McLeod, 


^ as  he  had  heard  that  McLeod  had  threatened  to  arrest  deponent  for  the 
I debt  which  “ he  claimed  to  be  due  by  deponent  ” ; that  one  W.  H.  Conant 
5 and  others  were  in  Stocking’s  store  at  the  time  of  the  conversation, 
I which  was  on  the  same  day  that  he,  Powell,  had  withdrawn  his  suit 
I against  Boulton. 

The  plaintfTs  counsel  in  this  case,  in  order  to  repel  any  inference  of  fraud 
p arising  on  this  evidence,  referred  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
defendant  had  given  the  bond  of  indemnity  now  sued  on,  and  proposed  to 
^ shew  what  had  taken  place  on  the  trial  of  a certain  cause  of  Powell  v.  James 
I Boulton,  Esq.,  in  which  a verdict  had  been  recovered,  for  £350  ; and 
^ that  after  that  verdict  had  been  recovered,  Powell  had  changed  his 
I attorney,  and  then  that  this  agreement  respecting  the  indemnity  was  made  ; 

Jhat  the  £200  claimed  in  this  action,  was  part  of  the  £350  for  which  that 
I verdict  was  given ; that  Powell  had  directed  Mr.  Blake  (the  original 
attorney  in  that  suit)  to  bring  the  action  for  the  benefit  of  McLeod,  so 
I far  as  regarded  the  £200,  and  that  the  point  in  dispute  in  that  action, 
i and  when  the  indemnity  bond  now  sued  on  was  given,  was  not  whether 
t , the  plaintiff  had  paid  to  the  use  of  the  defendant  the  sum  for  which  this 
I action  is  brought,  but  whether  Mr.  James  Boulton  had  ever  paid  to  the 
||  plaintiff  on  account  of  Powell  the  money  from  which  that  advance  had 
[i  been  made,  and  consequently  whether  the  declaration  of  McLeod  which 
pL  is  recited  in  the  bond,  that  the  money  was  still  due  and  owing  to  him, 
4 was  true  or  not. 


[V  The  learned  judge  rejected  evidence  of  what  had  occurred  on  the  trial 
of  Powell  V.  Boulton,  as  being  irrelevant  to  this  cause ; he  charged  tne 
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jury  that  if  the  verdict  in  McLeod  v.  Powell  was  rendered  in  consequence 
of  admissions  made  by  Powell  after  the  bond  was  given,  this  action 
could  not  he  sustained,  as  the  recovery  must  he  regarded  as  having  been 
procured  or  promoted  by  the  wilful  act  of  plaintiff,  which  would  operate 
as  a fraud  on  defendant.  He  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
if  the  verdict  against  him  in  the  other  cause  was  given  on  evidence 
arising  from  his  own  admissions  after  the  bond  was  made,  and  he  observed 
that  the  witnesses  had  proved  admissions  made  by  the  plaintiff  after  the 
execution  of  the  bond. 

The  jury  were  given  precisely  to  understand  that  the  impression  on 
the  learned  judges’s  mind  was  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  succeed 
upon  the  issue  raised  by  his  rejoinder;  in  other  words  that  the  conduct  of 
Powell,  in  promoting  by  his  admissions  the  recovery  of  McLeod,  was 
such  as  precluded  him  from  having  recourse  against  this  defendant  upon 
the  indemnity  bond.  The  jury,  notwithstanding  this  decision,  found  for 
the  plaintiff  £260  10s.  damages. 

J.  Hilly ard  Cameron  having  obtained  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial,  on  the 
grounds  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  law  and  evidence  and  the  judge’s 
charge, 

Blake  shewed  cause. — He  contended  that  the  verdict  ought  not  to  be 
disturbed,  as  it  had  been  rendered  in  strict  accordance  both  with  the  law 
and  justice  of  the  case,  although  against  the  charge  of  the  learned  judge 
by  whom  the  cause  was  tried.  If  there  were  any  objection  to  be  raised 
to  the  proceedings  at  nisi  prius,  it  should  come  from  the  plaintiff  rather 
than  the  defendant,  as  he  had  been  over-ruled  in  the  production  of 
evidence  to  support  the  plaintiff’s  case,  which  in  his  judgment  was 
most  material  and  was  incorrectly  rejected.  The  issue  that  had  been 
raised  on  the  bond  and  condition  set  out  in  the  pleadings  was,  whether  the 
judgment  that  had  been  recovered  by  McLeod  against  the  plaintiff,  which 
was  stated  in  the  breaches  assigned  in  the  replication,  was  so  recovered 
by  the  fraud,  covin,  voluntary  act  and  wrong  of  the  plaintiff,  or  by  his 
own  means,  or  through  his  own  default ; and  the  evidence  to  prove  that 
issue,  which  was  upon  the  defendant,  consisted  only  of  what  had  taken 
place  at  the  trial  of  McLeod  v.  Powell,  and  in  proof  of  the  admissions 
upon  which  the  verdict  in  that  case  had  been  rendered,  as  the  learned 
judge  had  excluded  all  the  various  other  facts  connected  with  Mr.  James 
Boulton’s  share  in  the  transaction  to  which  the  bond  referred,  which  ought 
to  have  been  admitted,  and  which  the  court  are  at  any  rate  bound  to 
notice  on  this  application  for  a new  trial.  The  condition  of  the  bond  is 
to  save  the  plaintiff  harmless  “ from  all  damage  or  suits  either  in  ]aw  or 
“ equity,  regarding  a certain  sum  of  mouey  stated  to  have  been  advanced 

by  one  George  W.  Buller  to  the  said  Edward  Powell,  through  the 
“ agency  of  James  Boulton,  Esq.  ; and  which  said  sum  of  money  is  also 
“ claimed  to  have  been  paid  to  the  said  Powell  by  and  on  account  of  one 
“ Alexander  McLeod,  and  to  be  now  due  and  owing  to  him.”  This  is 
all  the  material  part  that  relates  to  the  question  that  has  been  raised ; 
and  it  is  difficult  to  understand  upon  what  principle  it  is  that  the  defen- 
dant can  hope  successfully  to  contend  that  the  evidence  given  on  the  trial 
of  this  cause  was  sufficient  to  support  his  plea.  The  condition  shews 
ulearly  and  convincingly  that  the  dispute  between  the  parties  was,  not 


POWELL  V.  BOULTON. 


491 


whether  the  money  had  been  paid  at  all  by  McLeod,  but  whether  in  fact 
it  had  been  repaid  to  him  by  Mr.  James  Boulton;  and  therefore  the 
admissions  made  by  the  plaintiff  when  the  action  was  brought  against  him 
by  McLeod, cannot  be  considered  to  evince  any  fraudulent  desire  on  his  part 
to  make  the  defendant  pay  a sum  of  money  which  he  never  could  have  been 
made  liable  for  unless  by  such  admissions.  In  the  case  of  Powell  v.  James 
Boulton,  the  plaintiff  sued  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  of  money  in  ques- 
tion as  so  much  money  received  to  his  use  by  the  defendant  for  which  he 
had  never  accounted  ; the  jury  in  that  ease  found  in  favour  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  suit  was  afterwards  compromised  or  withdrawn  upon  the 
present  defendant  executing  this  bond  of  indemnity.  In  that  action  Mr. 
James  Boulton  might  easily  have  accounted  for  the  money  received  by 
him,  if  he  had  actually  paid  it  to  McLeod  ; aud  it  was  expected  by  the 
plaintiff  that  he  would  attempt  to  do  so,  and  the  plaintiff  was  prepared  to 
resist  such  an  attempt ; but  the  attempt  was  not  made  ; no  evidence  of 
payment  was  offered  ; and,  although  the  court  did  not  pronounce  any 
judgment  on  the  motion  which  the  defendant  made  for  a new  trial,  in 
consequence  of  being  informed  that  the  matter  was  arranged,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  whatever  that  a new  trial  would  have  been  refused.  The 
only  question  in  all  these  trials  has  been,  whether  James  Boulton  paid  the 
money ; aud  he  has  never  as  yet  proved  that  he  did.  Powell  obtained  the 
advantage  of  it  from  McLeod,  by  the  satisfaction  of  the  executions  against 
him ; and  his  admission  that  McLeod  had  so  paid  the  money  canuot  be 
treated  as  fraudulent,  or  made  sufficient  evidence  to  support  the  defen- 
dant’s plea.  There  is  no  evidence  given  that  the  defendant  w«s  induced 
to  enter  into  this  bond  by  any  false  or  fraudulent  representation  made  to 
him  by  the  plaintiff;  on  the  contrary,  it  has  been  admitted  by  the  defen- 
dant that  he  had  no  conversation  on  the  subject  with  the  plaintiff : and 
the  rejoinder  is  not  directed  against  the  bond,  it  is  aimed  at  the  judgment 
and  it  would  seem  almost  doubtful  whether  it  afforded  in  substance 
good  defence.  The  plaintiff  did  not  act  illegally  in  making  the  admis- 
i sioas  complained  of  ; the  defendant  very  probably  did  not  expect  that  he 
would  have  made  them;  but  it  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  words  of 
the  condition,  and  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  relating  to  the  money, 

, that  he  was  at  liberty  to  make  them,  as  they  could  not  prevent  Mr.  James 
; Boulton  from  proving,  as  he  ought  to  have  done,  that  the  money  had  been 
paid  by  him. 

J.  Hilly ard  Gameron  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  plaintiff’s  counsel 
has  gone  into  the  various  matters  which  have  arisen  and  been  depending 
in  this  court  between  McLeod  and  James  Boulton,  as  if  Mr.  James 
Boulton  were  the  actual  defendant  before  the  court  in  this  case  ; and  in 
this  respect  he  has  only  followed  the  course  that  he  desired  to  pursue  at 
, the  trial,  which  the  learned  judge  then  rightly  over-ruled.  This  defen- 
dant has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  these  transactions ; and  he  cannot 
therefore  be  held  accountable  for  them,  nor  should  they  be  allowed  in 
any  way  to  prejudice  his  defence.  In  considering  the  case,  the  court 
must  view  it  as  it  appeared  before  the  jury  at  nisi  prius  ; the  defendant 
has  filed  no  affidavits,  and  the  plaintiff  is  therefore  not  at  liberty  to  file 
any,  nor  to  make  use  of  any  matter  which  does  not  come  strictly  within 
the  evidence  in  the  case  itself.  Upon  the  evidence  at  the  trial,  then,  it 
appears  that  after  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  this  indemnity  bond  from 
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the  defendant,  he  itiimediately  made  an  admission  that  he  owed  a sum  of 
money  to  McLeod,  although  he  did  not  state  how  much  that  sum  was; 
but  afterwards,  when  an  action  for  money  paid  was  brought  against  him  by 
McLeod,  and  only  a day  or  two  before  that  cause  was  tried,  he  made  an 
admission  of  the  exact  amount  that  he  said  McLeod  had  paid  for  him. 


and  which  he  said  he  was  still  indebted  to  McLeod  for  ; and  at  the  same 


time  stated  that  he  hoped  McLeod  would  win  the  suit,  as  he  was  indem- 
nified by  this  defendant.  A grosser  case  of  fraud  could  hardly  be 
imagined.  This  defendant  had  nothing  do  with  former  transactions 


with  Mr.  James  Boulton ; he  was  only  concerned  for  the  matter  for 


which  ho  gave  an  indemnity.  This  plaintiff'  had  recovered  a verdict  in 
an  action  against  Mr.  James  Boulton,  and  that  verdict  he  abandoned  ; 
because,  as  his  affidavit  filed  in  the  cause  of  McLeod  against  him  shews, 
he  believed  that  it  would  be  unjust  in  him  to  exact  the  amount  from  Mr. 
James  Boulton  as  McLeod  actually  received  the  money ; but  he  asked  for 
an  indemnity  to  protect  him  against  a threatened  arrest  by  McLeod,  and 
from  the  consequences  of  any  judgment  that  he  might  recover  against 
him.  If.  on  asking  for  that  indemnity,  he  had  informed  this  defendant 
that  he  intended  to  go  to  McLeod  immediately  and  admit  in  the  presence 
of  witnesses  that  McLeod  had  paid  this  money,  and  consequently  that  he 
(Powell)  owed  him  the  debt,  can  any  one  even  for  a moment  imagine  that 
the  bond  of  indemnity  would  have  been  given ; and  if  such  were  his 
intention  (and  it  is  fairly  presumable  from  all  that  he  afterwards  said),  it 
was  surely  a fraud  upon  the  defendant,  and  the  judgment  in  that  suit  was 
procured  by  his  own  covin,  and  through  his  own  means  and  default.  It 
is  quite  true  that  the  defendant  did  not  shew  upon  the  trial  that  he  had 
been  induced  to  execute  the  bond  under  any  false  or  fraudulent  represen- 
tation (if  he  could  have  shewn  that,  it  would  have  been  a good  plea 
against  the  bond  itself)  ; but  he  did  shew  that  immediately  on  its  execu- 
tion the  plaintiff  made  an  admission  prejudicial  to  the  defendant,  and 
that  both  then  and  on  the  subsequent  occasion  when  he  made  similar 
admissions,  he  said  that  he  hoped  that  McLeod  would  recover,  as  he  was 
protected  by  the  defendant’s  bond  ; and  he  thereby  procured  the  judg- 
ment in  McLeod’s  favour  against  him,  as  without  these  admissions  there 
was  no  evidence  to  establish  the  claim,  and  McLeod  must  have  failed  in 
that  action.  But  it  has  been  urged  that  the  sole  question  to  be  agitated 
between  the  parties  was,  whether  the  money  which  had  been  obtained 
through  the  intervention  of  Mr.  James  Boulton  had  been  paid  by  him  to 
McLeod  or  not ; and  therefore  that  there  could  have  been  nothing  fraudu- 
lent or  wrong  in  Powell  admitting  tbatMcLeod  had  paid  the  money  for  him, 
and  that,  if  James  Boulton  had  not  repaid  him,  the  amount  was  justly 
due  from  him  to  McLeod.  But  this  can  only  be  contended  for  as  an 
inference  arising  from  the  condition  of  the  bond;  and  unless  it  conclu- 
sively appears  there,  the  plaintiff  has  no  other  evidence  in  the  case  to-^ 
make  it  out.  The  condition  is  regarding  a sum  of  money  stated  to  have 
been  advanced  by  one  George  W.  Buffer  to  the  plaintiff,  through  the 
agency  of  James  Boulton  ; and  which  said  sum  of  money  is  also  claimed 
to  have  been  paid  to  the  said  Powell  by  and  on  account  of  one  Alexander 
McLeod,  and  to  be  now  due  and  owing  to  him.  This  is  surely  no  more 
an  admission  that  a debt  is  due  from  Powell  to  McLeod,  than  it  is  that  a 
debt  is  due  from  Powell  to  Buffer ; and  the  bond  must  be  treated  a& 
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admitting  a debt  neither  to  one  party  nor  the  other ; and  the  admissions 
tisuhsequently  made  by  the  plaintiff,  coupled  as  they  are  with  expressions 
Sbf  hope  that  McLeod  would  recover  in  the  action  against  himself,  can 
I'only  be  received  as  having  been  fraudulently  made  in  order  that  a judg- 
ment might  be  recovered  in  McLeod’s  favour,  which  under  the  terms  of 
the  indemnity  this  defendant  would  ultimately  be  liable  to  pay.  There 
is  no  doubt  that  many  cases  might  be  found  in  which  it  has  been  held 
that,  under  an  indemnity  bond,  the  party  indemnihed  may  at  once  pay 
the  amount  claimed  against  him,  and  call  upon  his  obligor  to  re-imburse 
his  outlay  ; but  the  circumstances  of  this  case  are  altogether  dissimilar 
from  any  of  those  that  may  be  referred  to,  inasmuch  as  the  damage 
against  which  the  party  was  indemnified  has  been  suffered  by  his  own 
act  and  procurement.  The  only  way  in  which  any  case  can  be  made  out 
by  the  plaintiff  is  by  bringing  in  extraneous  matter  with  which  this 
defen,dant  is  notin  the  most  remote  degree  connected ; and  if  such  a 
course  cannot  be  pursued  in  an  ordinary  suit,  there  is  nothing  in  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case  that  can  take  it  out  of  the  ordinary  rule.  The 
court  have  had  in  other  cases  that  have  been  before  them  between  this 
plaintiff,  McLeod  and  James  Boulton,  evidence  of  various  facts  which  the 
^plaintiff's  counsel  is  desirous  of  bringing  to  bear  upon  this  suit ; but  these 
matters  are  not  now  in  any  way  before  the  court ; even  as  between  the 
same  parties  the  court  could  not  look  at  them  unless  there  was  proper 
‘.evidence  of  them  in  the  particular  suit ; and  much  less  can  they  examine 
their  bearing  upon  the  facts  of  this  case,  when  the  defendant  is  totally 
lUnconnected  with  all  the  previous  cases  upon  which  the  court  have 
■adjudicated.  This  case  must  be  regarded  as  if  those  facts  were  before 
; the  court  for  the  first  time,  and  there  was  no  other  evidence  to  guide  the 
" court  in  its  determination  than  that  which  is  to  be  found  on  the  notes  of 
the  judge  who  tried  the  cause.  When  they  are  examined  they  will  shew 
no  doubt  upon  that  which  was  admitted  by  the  plaintiff  himself,  and 
that  admission  was  made  under  such  circumstances  and  with  such 
expressions,  as  must  indelibly  stamp  the  plaintiff  with  fraud  in  the  trans- 
action, and  prove  the  defendants  plea,  that  the  judgment  was  recovered  by 
his  own  covin  and  voluntary  act,  and  by  his  own  means  and  default. 
The  defendant’s  counsel  cited  Stone  v.  Compton  (a),  Hill  v.  Gray  (b), 
Moens  v.  Hey  worth  (c). 

Robinson,  C.  J. — In  order  to  make  this  cause  intelligible,  and  to 
arrive  at  a proper  judgment  upon  the  grounds  of  this  motion,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  state  certain  facts  which  were  discussed  on  both  sides  in  the 
argument  upon  this  motion ; which  facts,  I take  to  be  admitted  both  by 
plaintiff  and  d ifendant,  and  which  have  engaged  the  attention  of  this 
court,  and  called  for  their  judgment  in  the  course  of  other  proceedings 
which  have  been  spoken  of. 

In  1842,  the  present  plaintiff  brought  an  action  of  assumpsit  against 
Mr.  James  Boulton,  the  brother  of  the  present  defendant,  upon  a count 
for  money  had  and  received  to  his  use,  and  other  common  counts.  In 
addition  to  a claim  on  another  ground,  which  has  no  immediate  connec- 
tion with  the  subject  of  this  suit,  the  plaintiff  sought  to  recover  in  that 
action  a sum  of  2001.,  which  he  alleged  Mr.  James  Boulton  had  received 


(a)  5 Bing.  H.  C.  142.  (b)  1 Stark.  434.  (e)  10  M.  & W.  147. 
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for  him  and  not  paid  over,  being  money  borrowed  through  his  agency  for 
the  plaintiff  Powell,  from  a gentleman  by  the  name  of  Buller,  upon  ,the 
security  of  Powell’s  lands,  and  intended  by  Powell  to  be  made  nse^nf  in 
paying  off  some  executions  against  him  which  were  then  in  the  hands  of 
Alexander  McLeod,  deputy  sheriff  for  the  district  of  Niagara,  to  be  levied 
upon  Powell’s  goods.  Mr.  James  Boulton  resisted  this  claim,  and  went 
to  trial  upon  it.  He  did  not  deny  that  he  had  borrowed  the  money  for 
l^owell  from  Mr.  Buller,  nor  that  it  had  come  into  his  hands ; but  he 
alleged  that  Powell  had  had  the  full  benefit  of  it,  for  that  he  Mr  James  ^ 
Boulton,  soon  after  the  money  was  borrowed,  had  paid  it  over  to  McLeod,  , 
the  deputy  sheriff,  who  had  applied  it  in  discharging  the  executions  in  his  t 
hands  against  Powell,  by  paying  over  or  settling  the  amounts  with  the  | 
resnective  plaintiffs.  Powell  answered  this  by  declaring,  that  although  ; 
it  was  true  that  the  executions  against  him  had  been  discharged  by  | 
McLeod,  yet  that  he  was  now  called  upon  by  McLeod  to  repay  him  the  | 
money  with  which  he,  Mr.  McLeod,  had  discharged  them ; it  being 
asserted  by  McLeod,  that  although  he  had  advanced  the  money  to  the  ! 
several  plaintiffs,  upon  the  assurance  of  Mr.  James  Boulton  that  he  | 
would  in  a few  days  after  pay  into  his  hands  the  sum  which  had  been  i 
borrowed  from  Mr.  Buller  for  Powell’s  use,  yet  that  Mr.  James  Boulton  ; 
had  in  fact  never  done  so  ; that  McLeod  therefore  now  held  him  (Powell) 
liable  for  the  money  advanced,  never  having  had  the  benefit  of  the  money  j 
which  the  defendant  in  that  action,  Mr.  James  Boulton,  had  borrowed 
for  Powell.  Upon  the  trial  of  that  case  of  Powell  v.  James  Boulton,  the  | 
jury  not  finding  it  proved  to  them  that  Mr.  James  Boulton  had  overpaid  i 
over  the  money  which  he  had  received,  gave  a verdict  against  him  for  the  ; 
200^.  and  interest,  besides  another  sum  which  they  found  due  on  another  | 
account.  The  effect  of  that  verdict,  if  judgment  had  been  entered  upon  it  ) 
and  enforced,  would  of  course  have  been,that  Powell  having  received  by  |; 
means  of  it  the  money  which  had  been  borrowed  in  his  name  for  paying 
off  his  debts,  must  have  stood  accountable  to  McLeod  for  the  money 
which  he,  McLeod,  had  advanced  in  the  meantime  discharging  those  ; 
debts.  The  defendant,  Mr.  James  Boulton,  however,  moved  this  court  to  ; 
set  aside  that  verdict  and  grant  him  a new  trial,  upon  the  ground  that  ^ 
McLeod  had  settled  with  Powell’s  creditors  and  himself  the  full  amount  ■ 
of  the  200Z. ; that  Powell  had  repeatedly  acknowledged  to  him  that  the  | 
money  had  been  paid  to  him  or  for  his  use,  through  McLeOd ; and  that  | 
he  could  not,  under  the  circumstances,  be  allowed  to  recover  the  money  j 
from  him  (Boulton),  because  he  would  then  be  receiving  the  benefit  of  it  j 
twice  over.  Mr.  James  Boulton  filed  an  affidavit  to  the  above  effect  in  1 
support  of  his  application,  which  it  now  on  the  files  of  this  court.  The  j 
answer  given  by  Powell  to  this  objection  urged  against  his  recovery,  was  | 
of  course  the  obvious  one,  that  if  it  was  true,  as  McLeod  contended  (and  ;! 
which  Mr.  James  Boulton  had  not  disproved  upon  the  trial)  that  his  |j 
(Powell’s)  debts  had  been  paid  by  money  advanced  by  McLeod,  and  not  | 
repaid  though  expected  to  be  repaid  by  Mr.  James  Boulton,  that  he  had  |) 
not  then  had  in  fact  the  benefit  of  the  money  borrowed  from  Mr.  Buller,  || 
and  was  entitled  in  that  action  to  force  it  from  Mr.  James  Boulton’s  j| 
hands,  in  order  that  he  might  repay  McLeod  the  money  which  was  still  to  p 
be  reimbursed  to  him.  The  court,  willing  to  hear  any  objections  that  H 
could  be  urged  fully  discussed,  in  a case  in  which  the  statements  of  i » 
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persons  filling  the  stations  of  an  attorney  of  this  court  and  of  deputy 
sheriff  of  a district  were  so  entirely  opposed  to  each  other,  granted  a rule 
nisi,  against  which  cause  was  shewn,  and  the  case  having  been  fully 
argued  the  court  took  time  to  consider  it,  more  I may  say  on  account  of 
objections  which  had  been  raised  respecting  the  other  portion  of  the 
verdict  than  on  account  of  the  claim  for  the  200Z.  This  action  of  Powell 
V.  James  Boulton,  had  been  brought  by  Mr.  Blake  as  plaintiff’s  attorne/j 
but  after  the  argument  of  the  rule  nisi,  and  while  the  court  had  under 
their  consideration  the  application  for  a new  trial,  the  plaintiff  by  appli- 
cation to  a judge,  changed  his  attorney,  substituting  another  (Mr.  Brock) 
in  his  place.  The  court  were  then  given  to  understand  that  the  applica- 
tion for  a new  trial  was  abandoned  ; and  we  learn  from  what  has  been 
before  us  on  the  argument  of  the  present  case,  that  upon  receiving  from 
the  defendant  in  this  action  the  bond  of  indemnity  which  is  now  sued 
upon,  Powell  agreed  to  proceed  no  further  in  his  action  against  Mr.  James 
Boulton  for  the  200/.,  but  to  stand  an  action  at  the  suit  of  McLeod  for 
the  money,  i one  should  be  brought. 

In  consequence  of  this  arrangement  between  Powell  and  Mr.  James 
Boulton, McLeod  brought  immediatelyanactionof  assumpsitagainst Powell, 
to  enforce  the  repayment  of  the  200/.,  from  him,  which  it  was  never  hitherto 
denied,  but  on  the  contrary  expressly  admitted,  and  even  insisted  on  by 
Mr.  James  Boulton,  that  McLeod  had  advanced  to  Powell’s  creditors,  or 
rather  the  greater  part  of  it,  being  so  much  as  was  necessary  to  discharge 
their  executions,  paying  a small  balance  that  remained  to  Powell  himself. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Mr.  Blake,  as  plaintiff’s  attorney.  It  was 
defended  by  Mr.  James  Boulton  in  Powell’s  name,  his  brother,  the  defen- 
dant in  the  present  action,  being  his  counsel  at  the  trial.  It  depends 
entirely  upon  what  passed  upon  this  trial,  whether  Powell,  as  plaintiff  in 
this  case  now  before  us  upon  the  indemnity  bond,  was  or  was  not  entitled 
to  succeed  upon  the  issue  raised  by  the  pleadings,  which  turns  upon  the 
question  whether  the  recovery  in  the  action  of  McLeod  v,  Powell,  was 
or  was  not  obtained  by  the  fraud  or  voluntary  means  and  procurement 
of  Powell  himself. 

At  the  trial  of  the  case  of  McLeod  v.  Powell,  it  was  only  necessary  for 
the  plaintiff  to  prove,  in  order  to  establish  his  claim  in  the  first  instance, 
that  he  had  paid  and  advanced  to  Powell  or  for  his  use,  the  money  for 
which  the  action  was  brought.  In  order  to  shew  this,  the  plaintiff’s 
attorney  (Mr.  Blake)  called  his  partner,  Mr.  Morrison,  intending  as  he 
stated,  to  prove  by  him  that  the  former  action  of  Powell  v.  James  Boulton, 

: though  brought  in  the  name  of  Powell,  was  by  Powell’s  assent  brought 
upon  instructions  from  McLeod,who  was  in  fact  his  client,and  was  brought 
for  McLeod’s  benefit ; that  Powell  had  merely  suffered  his  name  to  be 
used  in  order  to  recover  from  James  Boulton  the  money  borrowed  for  him 
,from  Buffer,  and  that  he  might  pay  it  over  to  McLeod,  who  had  assured 
him  that  he  had  never  been  reimbursed,  and  was  in  consequence  demand- 
ing to  be  paid  by  Powell;  and  what  Mr.  Blake  chiefly  desired  to  prove 
by  Mr.  Morrison  was,  that  in  the  course  of  repeated  communications  with 
'Powell  before  that  action  was  brought,  and  also  while  it  was  pending, 

’ Powell  had  expressly  admitted  that  McLeod  had  paid  for  him  the  sums 
which  he  claimed ; that  he,  Powell,  had  had  his  debts  paid  for  him  as 
• McLeod  had  stated ; and  that  the  only  question  was,  whether  McLeod; 
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had  ever  received  from  Mr.  James  Boulton  the  money  with  which  it  was 
intended  the  executions  were  to  have  been  discharged.  It  was  objected 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  Mr.  Morrison’s  evidence  to  this  effect 
should  not  he  received,  for  that  his  partner,  Mr.  Blake,  was  Mr.  Powell’s 
attorney  of  record  in  the  action  of  Powell  v.  Boulton,  and  that  they  could 
neither  of  them  be  allowed  to  disclose  to  the  prejudice  of  their  client  the 
communications  they  had  with  him.  Mr.  Blake,  who  was  counsel  as  well 
as  attorney  for  McLeod,  contended  that  there  was  no  confidence  if  attorney 
and  client  between  him  and  Powell,  for  that  Powell  was  merely  acting  on 
behalf  of  McLeod,  the  real  client,  for  whose  benefit  he  had  lent  his  name, 
though  he  had  since  turned  against  him  and  stopped  the  action.  The 
learned  judge  at  the  trial,  however,  seemed  to  lean  against  the  admission 
of  his  (Morrison’s)  testimony  to  the  extent  desired ; and  then,  in  order  to 
prove  the  fact  that  money  had  been  advanced  by  McLeod  for  Powell’s 
benefit,  the  plaintiff’s  counsel  called  the  witnesses  who  proved  Powell’s 
recent  admissions  to  that  effect,  namely,  Stocking,  with  whom  he  had 
conversed  upon  the  matter  before  this  action  was  brought,  and  very  soon 
after  he  had  received  the  bond  of  indemnity,  and  Gardner  and  Young, 
with  whom  he  had  conversed  in  McLeod’s  presence  on  the  subject  of 
these  transactions  while  the  action  was  pending  and  when  it  was  just  on 
the  eve  of  being  tried.  Upon  their  evidence,  the  jury  found  a verdict  for 
the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  Powell,  through  the  present  defendant,  Mr. 
Boulton,  moved  for  a new  trial  solely  upon  affidavits,  not  objecting  to  the 
finding  of  the  jury  upon  the  evidence,  nor  to  the  direction  which  they  had 
received.  Upon  that  occasion  affidavits  were  filed  on  both  sides.  That 
which  was  made  by  the  defendant,  Powell,  is  the  one  which  the  present 
defendant  gave  in  evidence  upon  the  trial  of  this  cause,  as  tending  to 
shew  the  fraudulent  conduct  of  Powell. 

In  order  to  shew  the  view  which  I then  took  of  the  position  of  the 
parties  and  their  respective  statements,  I will  read  my  note  of  the  judg- 
ment given  by  me  when  this  court  disposed  of  the  motion  for  a new  trial. 
After  stating  the  evidence  and  contents  of  the  affidavits,  which  it  is 
unnecessary  now  to  repeat,  I observed  : “ From  what  has  been  judicially 
“before  us  in  regard  to  this  transaction  in  Powell  v.  Boulton,it  stands  thus: 
“Boulton  some  years  ago  negotiated  a loan  with  Mr.  Buffer,  on  mortgage 
“of  Powell’s  lands,  of  200/.,  to  pay  off  the  executions  against  Powell ; 
“Buffer  gave  a check  on  a bank  at  Toronto  for  the  money ; Boulton  says 
“he  paid  the  cash  to  McLeod  before  he  presented  this  draft;  McLeod  says 
“he  did  not,  but  telling  him  he  had  got  the  check,  he,  McLeod,  requested 
* “Mr.  Boulton  to  receive  the  money  at  Toronto,  and  settle  some  sums  there 
“for  which  McLeod  was  accountable;  and  that  he  McLeod  would  pay  the 
“same  amount  to  the  plaintiff’s  in  Powell’s  executions.  Mr.  Boulton  came 
“over  to  Toronto,  got  the  cheque  cashed,  and  did  pay  the  sums  for  McLeod 
“which  he  was  requested  to  do,  and  brought  over  the  parties’  receipts  to 
“McLeod ; and  that  McLeod,  supposing  all  was  right,  took  Powell’s 
“receipt,  speaking  of  the  money  which  McLeod  had  paid  on  the  executions 
“as  having  been  received  by  him  of  Mr.  J.  Boulton,  meaning  that  the  pay- 
“ments  made  by  Mr.  Boulton  on  his  account  at  Toronto  were  the  same 
“tiling  as  if  the  money  had  been  paid  into  McLeod’s  hands.  But  long 
“afterwards,  when  McLeod  and  Mr.  Boulton  differed  about  their  accounts 
“and  referred  all  their  affairs  to  arbitration,  Mr.  Boulton  claimed  credit 
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of  McLeod  for  the  sums  paid  for  him  at  Toronto,  as  if  it  had  been 
money  lent  by  him  out  of  his  private  means,  and  not  Powell’s  money, 
“ which  he  was  allowed  to  make  this  use  of.  He  resisted  this  before  the 
arbitrators,  and  stated  the  matter  as  he  now  states  it ; but  they  declined 
entering  into  the  question  of  Powell’s  executions,  as  if  it  was  a collateral 
“ matter  (upon  what  ground  I do  not  understand),  and  charged  McLeod 
“ with  the  money,  paid  as  so  much  money  lent  him  by  Mr.  Boulton.  If 
McLeod's  account  be  true,  then  the  language  of  the  receipt  is  explained 
“ and  ought  not  to  make  against  him  ; if  it  is  untrue,  then  he  is  attempting 
“ to  impose  upon  the  court.  We  cannot  tell  certainly  how  it  was.  If  Mr. 

B oulton’s  story  be  correct,  it  seems  rather  a singular  transaction.  Powell’s 
“ creditors  could  hardly  have  been  so  pressing  as  to  object  to  the  two  day’s 
“ delay  in  going  to  Toronto  to  get  the  draft  cashed  ; and  McLeod  would 
I “ hardly  ask  Mr.  Boulton  to  do  what  would  seldom  be  convenient,  advance 
I £200  in  cash,  merely  in  order  that  the  plaintijffs  might  get  their  money 
I'  two  or  three  days  sooner,  when  the  payment  was  certain  ; but,  according 
“to  Mr.  Boulton,  he  did  ask  the  favour, and  Mr.  Boulton  granted  it.  Then, 
j;  “if  he  did,  it  seems  strange  that,  coming  to  Toronto  and  drawing  the 
“ money,  which  wasto  replace  it,  instead  of  making  use  of  it  to  re-imburse 
“ himself,  he  should  lend  it  again  to  pay  McLeod’s  debts  at  Toronto. 
f “ McLeod’s  account  would  seem  the  more  probable  one  : — ‘Pay  the  amount 
“ when  you  get  it  at  Toronto,  to  persons  there  who  have  pressing  claims 
“ upon  me  ; and  I will  arrange  the  same  amount  on  Mr.  Powell’s  execu- 
“ tions,  and  procure  you  his  receipt  for  it.’  ” 

The  new  trial  was  refused,  the  verdict  not  being  complained  of  as 
inconsistent  with  evidence,  and  the  affidavits  (on  which  alone  it  was 
I moved)  being  repelled  by  affidavits  on  the  other  side. 

I This  case  of  McLeod  v.  Powell  being  thus  finally  decided  against 
I Powell,  he  brought  this  action  against  the  present  defendant  on  the  bond 
I which  this  defendant  had  given  to  indemnify  him  against  the  claim  of 
I McLeod.  The  jury  has  given  a verdict  in  his  favour  ; and  the  questions 
i upon  this  motion  for  a new  trial  are,  first,  whether  that  verdict  was  against 
I law  and  evidence,  as  it  certainly  was  against  the  judge’s  charge ; and, 
I secondly,  whether,  upon  the  facts  before  us,  a new  trial  should  be  granted. 

I The  defence  on  the  record  was,  that  the  judgment  in  McLeod’s  action 
I against  Powell  was  recovered  by  the  fraud,  covin,  voluntary  act  and  wrong 
I of  the  present  plaintiff  Powell  (who  was  defendant  in  that  suit),  and  by 
I his  own  means,  and  through  his  own  default.  The  plaintiff  in  answer  says, 
I that  the  judgment  was  recovered  not  hy  the  fraud,  covin,  voluntary  act  and 
I wrong  of  the  said  Powell,  nor  hy  his  own  means,  nor  through  his  own 
r 

p-  We  have  first  to  consider  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to  prove 
I under  that  issue:  was  he  bound  to  prove  that  Powell  procured  the 
I recovery  against  himself  by  means  that  were  fraudulent,  covinous  and 
I wrongful  ? or  was  it  sufficient  if  he  proved  under  that  issue  merely  that 
McLeod  recovered  by  the  “ voluntary  act  ” of  Powell,  or  “ through  his 
default,^'  although  there  might  be  nothing  in  Powell’s  conduct  that  the 
I jury  could  consider  fraudulent  or  wrongful  % 

i ■ In  determining  upon  the  strict  legal  propriety  of  this  verdict,  much 
J would  turn  upon  that.  The  terms  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  joined  issue 
j|  do  not  impose  upon  the  defendant  the  necessity  of  proving  all  that  he 
\ 32  u.  c.  Q.  B.  2 
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has  pleaded,  unless  it  it  is  all  necessary  for  making  out  a defence.  In 
Spilsbury  v.  Micklethwaite  {a),  where  a question  arose  upon  the  defen- 
dant’s plea  in  justification  of  a trespass,  whether  he  was  bound  to  prove 
a justification  to  the  full  extent  of  his  plea,  the  court  said — “ If  a plea  of 
‘‘justification  of  this  nature  consists  of  two  parts,  each  of  which  would 
“ when  separately  pleaded  amount  to  a good  defence,  it  will  sufficiently 
“support  the  justification  if  one  of  these  facts  be  found  by  the  jury. 
“ The  only  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  that'  part  of  the  plea 
“ which  the  jury  have  affirmed  would  alone  constitute  a defence  to"  the 
“ charge  to  which  it  is  here  pleaded.”  Applying  that  principle  then  to 
the  present  case,  would  it  constitute  a good  bar  to  the  plaintiff’s  recovery 
that  he  had  by  his  voluntary  act,  or  by  his  own  means,  or  through  his 
own  default,  occasioned  the  recovery  in  the  former  action,  supposing  that 
the  jury  at  the  same  time  saw  nothing  fraudulent  or  wrongful  in  his  con- 
duct ? The  defendant  argues  that  it  is  necessarily  sufl&cient  to  preclude 
Powell’s  recover}^  upon  the  indemnity  bond,  if  it  can  be  shewn  that  the 
verdict  proceeded  upon  his  own  admissions  made  after  he  had  received  the 
indemnity,  and  this  whether  those  admissions  were  true  or  not.  To 
make  such  admissions  at  all,  he  contends,  was  ipso  facto  fraudulent  as 
regards  the  obligor  ; that  upon  that  principle  they  must  be  so  treated 
and  regarded,  so  that  the  jury  had  no  occasion  to  consider  with  what 
motive  they  might  have  been  made ; and  that  even  if  they  should  think 
that  the  admissions  were  not  fraudulently  made,  still  the  fact  of  such 
admissions  being  made  by  the  defendant  after  he  was  indemnified  as  had 
led  to  the  recovery  in  the  other  action,  is  sufficient  to  bar  any  recovery 
on  the  bond,  whether  the  verdict  in  the  other  action  were  just  or  other- 
wise. hfo  authority  was  cited  for  carrying  the  principle  to  that  extent, 
and  I fiud  none.  We  were  referred  in  the  argument  to  the  cases  of 
Stone  V.  Compton  (h)  and  Moensv,  Hey  worth  (c) ; but  they  throw  little 
light  on  this  case.  The  question  in  both  cases  was  whether,  when  it  was 
discovered  that  a false  representation  had  been  made  which  had  led  a 
party  into  a contract,  he  was  not  thereby  absolved  from  the  perlormance 
of  the  contract ; and  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  he  ought  to  be  and 
would  be.  The  first  case  was  of  a note  given  by  Compton  to  secure  an 
advance  of  money  said  to  be  made  to  a third  party,  his  friend ; and  as  it 
was  shewn  that  when  he  gave  the  note  he  was  led  to  believe  that  the 
whole  sum  was  actually  advanced  to  his  friend,  whereas  the  truth  was 
that  a large  debt  that  had  been  long  due  was  paid  or  deducted  out  of  it, 
and  the  balance  only  advanced ; the  court  held  that  he  could  not  be 
forced  to  pay  the  note,  because  he  had  been  deceived  into  making  the 
engagement  by  an  untrue  representation.  The  other  case  was  of  a dif- 
ferent kind,  and  bears  but  little  on  the  question  before  us  except  in  one 
point.  It  became  a question  there,  whether  the  alleged  misrepresentation 
must  not  appear  to  have  been  made  with  a fraudulent  design.  The 
majority  of  the  court  thought  it  must ; but  Lord  Abinger  disssented, 
conceiving  that  the  only  point  material  was  whether  it  was  true  or  false, 
since,  if  a party  is  led  into  a contract  by  a misrepresentation  made  inno- 
cently and  by  mistake,  the  effect,  is  the  same,  the  foundation  of  the  con- 
tract being  equally  false,  and  the  injury  to  his  interests  as  great;  and  his 
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lordship  referred  to  the  cases  on  policies  of  assurance,  and  to  other 
I analagous  cases.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Lord  Abinger’s  statement 
* of  the  principle  was  correct,  tnough  the  circumstances  of  the  case  then  in 
r judgment  probably  made  a difference  in  the  application  of  it,  because 
: that  action  was  one  of  tort,  and  the  declaration  charged  the  misrepresen- 
tation to  have  been  fraudulently  made  ; and  this,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
‘ judges,  rendered  it  necessary  to  prove  that  there  was  not  merely  what  is 
called  legal  fraud,  but  positive  fraud,  morally  speaking, 
i If,  in  the  case  before  us,  it  had  appeared  that  the  recovery  by  McLeod 
' was  in  consequence  of  any  false  misrepresentations  made  by  Powell,  and 
further,  that  such  recovery  was  in  itself  wrongful  as  regarded  the  merits  of 
i the  claim,  I should  conclude  that  even  on  this  plea  his  right  to  recover  on 
^ the  bond  would  be  affected  by  it,  although  the  false  misrepresentation 
; might  have  proceeded  from  mistake,  as  much  as  if  it  had  been  wilfully 
' made.  But  the  difficulty  is  in  seeing  how  the  class  of  cases  referred  to, where 
the  representations  complained  of  were  inducements  for  entering  into  the 
contract,  can  have  any  application  here,  where  the  circumstances  are  in 
. that  respect  quite  different.  The  defendant,  who  gave  this  indemnity 
^ bond,  could  not  possibly  have  been  induced  to  ^o  so  by  anything  stated 
ffiby  Powell  in  the  affidavit  which  was  produced  on  this  trial,  because  the 
Ibond  was  given  in  July,  1842,  and  that  affidavit  was  not  made  till  the 
fNovember  following.  And,  indeed,  it  was  fairly  admitted  in  the  argument 
'that  this  defendant  had  no  communication  whatever  with  Powell  before 
giving  this  bond,  and  was  not  therefore  induced  to  give  the  indemnity  by 
any  representation  which  Powell  had  made  to  him,  but  solely  upon  the 
statements  of  Mr.  James  Boulton,  that  Powell  was  now  convinced  by  a 
paper  he  had  lately  seen  in  the  hands  of  a third  party  that  Mr.  Jas.  Boulton 
must  have  paid  McLeod  the  <£200  ; and  that  he  was  therefore  willing, 
upon  being  indemnified  against  any  proceedings  on  the  part  of  McLeod  ^ 
to  forbear  insisting  upon  the  verdict  he  had  obtained.  This  takes  the 
case  out  of  the  authority  of  such  decisions  as  have  been  referred  to  ; and 
the  question  here  is  rather  whether,  after  this  defendant  had  engaged  to 
hold  Powell  harmless  in  McLeod’s  action,  Powell  was  on  that  account 
merely  bound  to  refrain  from  making  any  statement,  whether  true  or  false, 
which  would  tend  to  promote  a recovery  against  him,  upon  peril  of  losing 
his  indemnity,  and  this  although  such  recovery  may  have  been  perfectly 
consistent  with  law  and  justice.  I can  find  no  such  principle  laid  down 
in  these  broad  terms.  That  he  should  lose  his  indemnity  by  fraudulently 
promoting  the  recovery  against  himself,  I think  cannot  be  disputed  ; and, 
at  any  rate,  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  cannot  dispute  it,  because  he  has 
chosen  to  put  himself  upon  that  issue,  and  has  submitted  to  rest  his  case 
upon  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  that  plea.  But  that  his  conduct  must 
inevitably  be  held  to  be  fraudulent  if  he  has  said  or  done  anything  since 
receiving  the  bond  which  could  assist  McLeod  in  his  recovery,  is  an  in- 
ference which  I think  we  are  not  authorised  to  make.  When  fraud  is 
imputed,  we  must  examine  the  conduct  of  parties  in  connection  with  all 
the  facts  of  the  case ; we  must  have  regard  to  their  true  position. 

On  the  defendant’s  part,  it  is  contended  that  Powell’s  affidavit  in  ISTov., 
1842,  compared  with  the  admissions  which  Gardner  and  Young  swore  to 
upon  the  trial  of  McLeod’s  action  as  having  been  made  by  Powell  in  their 
presence,  shew  that  he  had  been  acting  disingenuously  and  deceitfully, 
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because  they  declare  that  they  heard  him  say  that  McLeod  had  paid  the 
money  for  him  to  his  creditors  ; that  he  did  not  believe  that  Mr.  Boulton 
had  ever  paid  the  money  to  McLeod,  but  was  convinced  he  had  not,  and 
that  he  hoped  McLeod  would  succeed  in  the  action  against  himself 
(Powell),  which  was  then  about  to  be  tried ; whereas,  in  the  affidavit 
made  by  him  after  the  trial,  he  declared  that  he  felt  satisfied  from  having 
seen  a receipt  in  the  hands  of  one  Long,  which  he  (Powell)-  had  himself 
signed,  and  which  was  in  McLeod’s  writing,  that  McLeod  had  received 
the  sum  in  question  from  Mr.  James  Boulton,  and  that  he  had  on  that 
account  relinquished  his  remedy  against  Mr.  James  Boulton,  because  he 
felt  that  he  had  been  deceived.  On  comparing  this  affidavit  with  the 
alleged  previous  conversations  with  Gardner  and  Young,  the  conduct  of 
Powell  in  making  the  admissions  which  were  used  against  him  on  the 
trial  of  McLeod’s  case  must,  as  the  defendant  contends,  be  taken  to  have 
been  clearly  fraudulent.  The  answer  made  to  this  on  the  part  of  Powell 
is,  that  it  is  unfair  thus  to  contrast  his  affidavit  with  the  conversations 
sworn  to  by  Young  and  Gardner  as  if  those  conversations  had  undoubtedly 
taken  place,  because  Mr.  James  Boulton,  who  had  obtained  from  him  that 
affidavit,  had  used  it  on  his  motion  for  a new  trial  in  the  suit  of  McLeod 
against  him,  in  which  Mr.  James  Boulton,  after  giving  the  indemnity,  was 
the  real  defendant,  for  the  very  purpose  of  contradicting  the  statements 
of  the  alleged  conversations  made  by  Gardner  and  Young,  and  of  inducing 
the  court  to  believe  them  untrue,  so  far  at  least  as  they  regarded  the 
expression  of  his  opinions  about  the  truth  of  Mr.  Boulton’s  defence  ; that 
having  made  that  use  of  his  affidavit  which  must  have  been  founded  upon 
the  assumption  that  it  must  have  been  true  throughout,  it  was  unreason- 
able in  the  present  defendant  to  call  upon  the  court  or  jury  to  believe 
that  those  reported  conversations  were  certainly  true  which  his  affidavit 
was  intended  to  deny,  and  that  those  other  statements  in  the  same 
affidavit,  which  made  for  the  defendant  were  alone  worthy  of  credit. 
He  contends  that  it  would  be  unjust  that  he  should  lose  his  indemnity 
merely  because  the  witnesses  in  question  ascribed  those  conversations  to 
him,  which  the  jury  for  all  that  appears  may  not  have  believed  in  all  those 
particulars,  and  which  he  had  himself  contradicted  in  an  affidavit  pro- 
cured from  him  by  Mr.  James  Boulton,  and  used  by  this  defendant  in  his 
behalf,  as  his  counsel,  for  the  purpose  of  producing  a conviction,  which 
Mr.  James  Boulton  must  be  supposed  himself  fo  have  entertained,  that 
the  account  of  the  witnesses  was  not  correct.  The  plaintiff’s  counsel 
has  further,  with  regard  to  this  receipt,  given  the  same  explanation  in 
his  argument  of  this  case  which  was  given  upon  the  motion  for  a new' 
trial  in  the  case  of  McLeod  v.  Powell,  and  which,  whatever  may  be  the 
real  truth  of  the  case,  is  perfectly  intelligible  and  seems  reasonable. 
Powell  says  in  his  affidavit,  which  was  produced  in  evidence  in  this  case, 
that  he  had  lately  seen  in  the  hands  of  one  Long,  a receipt  which  McLeod 
had  written,  and  which  he  had  signed  and  given  to  McLeod  at  the  time 
of  the  money  being  paid  by  McLeod,  as  he  alleges  ; and  that  the  manner 
in  which  that  receipt  is  worded  had  convinced  him  that  Mr.  James 
Boulton  must  have  paid  the  money  to  McLeod.  This  has  been  explained 
to  mean  that  the  receipt  expressed  that  he  (Powell)  had  received  from  or 
through  McLeod  a certain  sum  of  money  advanced  in  discharge  of  the 
executions,  “being  money  that  he  (McLeod)  had  received  from  Mr.  James 
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' “Boulton,”  or  to  that  ejBFect.  The  conclusion  which  Powell  swears  he 
came  to  on  seeing  this  receipt  was  natural  enough  on  the  first  impression, 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  the  explanation  which  the  matter  has  received 
seems  equally  reasonable,  if  it  be  true,  as  McLeod  asserts,  that  he  made 
the  advance  and  settled  with  Powell’s  creditors  upon  the  understanding 
that  Mr.  James  Boulton,  who  held  Mr.  Buller’s  check  for  the  money 
borrow'ed  upon  a bank  at  Toronto,  would  in  a few  days  receive  the  monej 
and  apply  it  in  making  certain  payments  for  McLeod  in  Toronto,  and  that 
relying  upon  this  being  done,  he  took  the  receipt  in  that  form  in  order 
that  it  might  serve  as  an  acquittance  from  Mr.  Powell  to  Mr.  James 
Boulton.  But  we  must  see,  that  if  Mr.  James  Boulton  having  received 
the  money  in  Toronto  did  never  in  fact  pay  it  out  there  on  McLeod’s 
account,  and  never  in  any  othnr  manner  paid  it  over  to  him,  then  the  re- 
ceipt which  McLeod  may  naturally  enough  have  given  in  reliance  upon  Mr.. 
James  Boulton’s  engagement,  ought  not  to  prejudice  him;  for  everything 
would  depend  upon  the  fact  whether  the  money  had  ever  been  paid  by 
Mr.  James  Boulton  or  not.  How’  this  was  Mr.  James  Boulton  and 
McLeod  must  well  know,  but  Powell  could  hardly  know  how  this  fact 
really  was,  and  never  pretended  to  have  any  knowledge  of  it  farther  than 
that  he  drew  that  inference  from  seeing  the  receipt  which  was  in  Long’s 
hands.  Then  how  stands  the  case?  McLeod  goes  down  to  trial  in  his 
action  charging  Powell  with  so  much  money  paid  out  and  expended  some 
years  ago  for  his  use.  All  he  had  to  prove  was,  that  he  had  paid  out 
: the  money  for  Powell,  and  that  he  proved  by  the  evidence  which  he  gave 
of  Powell’s  admissions.  If  the  money  had  been  paid  back  to  him  on 
behalf  of  Powell, or  had  been  paid  originally  from  Powell’s  money  furnished 
V by  Mr.  James  Boulton,  that  was  matter  to  be  made  out  on  the  defence, 
and  it  is  impossible  not  to  see  that  that  was  the  very  matter  which  Mr. 
James  Boulton  had  undertaken  to  prove,  and  that  the  very  object  of 
giving  the  indemnity  was  to  let  him  in  to  prove  it.  The  complaint  is,  that 
he  was  taken  by  surprise  by  the  evidence  of  Powell’s  admissions,  and  has 
suffered  injustice  in  consequence,  I do  not  see  that.  All  that  McLeod 
[’  had  to  prove  to  entitle  him  to  a verdict  was,  the  payment  by  him  of  the 
money.  To  be  sure, under  the  circumstances  of  that  evidence  being  rejected, 
and  I think  on  a misapprehension  by  the  learned  judge,  which  McLeod 
had  relied  on  for  proving  the  receipt  of  the  money  by  Powell,  he  did  prove 
I it  only  by  admissions  made  by  Powell  after  he  had  received  the  indemnity, 

I and  made  too  under  circumstances  which,  if  all  did  really  take  place  just 
as  the  witnesses  stated,  would  seem  to  set  Mr.  Powell’s  conduct  in  a 
light  not  creditable  to  him.  But  at  the  same  time  we  must  consider, 
that  throughout  the  litigation  which  this  sum  of  money  has  given  rise  to 
and  which  has  occupied  the  court  on  various  occasions  for  several  years 
past,  McLeod  and  Powell  had  never  stood  in  a hostile  attitude  to  each 
other;  on  the  contrary,  from  the  first  until  the  giving  the  indemnity 
Powell  had  been  acting  in  concert  with  McLeod,  and  assisting  him  in  his 
i proceeding  to  recover  the  money  from  Mr.  James  Boulton.  When  he 
changed  his  course  of  proceeding  for  the  reason  which  he  gave,  and 
stopped  his  own  action,  leaving  it  to  McLeod  to  settle  the  matter  with 
Mr.  James  Boulton  in  an  action  brought  by  McLeod  against  him,  but 
which  it  was  understood  Mr.  James  Boulton  was  to  defend,  I cannot  say 
that  he  was  bound  from  that  moment  to  continue  unchanged  in  his  con- 
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viction  of  the  correctness  of  Mr.  James  Boulton’s  account  of  the  matter, 
or  that  he  was  bound  to  abstain  from  all  expression  of  his  opinion  to 
McLeod  or  to  any  one  else  respecting  it.  That  he  should  have  done  any- 
thing with  a view  to  assist  McLeod  in  his  recovery  might  not  seem 
honourable  in  the  position  in  which  he  stood,  and  certainly  not,  if  he  did 
or  said  anything  that  was  in  itself  disingenuous  or  untrue. 

If  it  is  necessary  to  the  defence  in  this  action,  that  it  should  be  proved 
that  Powell  procured  a recovery  against  him  by  his  own  fraud,  we  must 
presume  that  the  jury  negatived  the  fraud,  because  thej^  have  found  for 
the  plaintiff.  If  the  defendant  relies  upon  the  mere  fact  that  the  evi- 
dence consisted  in  Powell’s  admissions,  and  that  the  recovery  was  there- 
fore by  his  voluntary  act  and  by  his  means,  and  that  that  is  a clear  ground 
of  defence,  then  I cannot  agree  that  that  does  in  such  cases  necessarily 
occasion  a forfeiture  of  the  indemnity.  I have  compared  this  case  in  my 
mind  with  others  that  are  of  frequent  occurrence  and  which  would  seem 
to  place  the  parties  in  the  same  relative  position  in  regard  to  each  other. 
Por  instance,  if  the  master  of  a vessel  were  in  the  course  of  navigation  to 
run  down  another  vessel,  which  was  lost  or  injured  by  the  collision,  and 
an  action  v/ere  in  consequence  threatened  against  the  owners  of  the  first 
vessel,  on  the  ground  that  the  accident  occurred  from  the  want  of  care 
cr  skill  of  the  master,  the  master  might  say  to  his  owners  “do  not  settle 
“with  them,  I can  prove  how  the  accident  happened,  let  them  bring  the 
“action,  I will  defend  it  and  save  you  harmless.’’  In  such  a case,  if  the 
plaintiff  were  to  prove  by  admissions  in  conversations  made  by  the  defen- 
dants after  they  had  been  indemnified,  that  they  were  the  owners  of  the 
vessel,  and  that  the  master  was  at  the  time  their  servant,  and  that  unless  he 
could  prove  himself  free  from  blame  they  would  be  bound  to  pay  the 
damage,  or  any  other  fact  necessary  to  their  prima  facie  case,  which  had 
not  before  been  denied  or  questioned  by  any  one,  I cannot  conceive  that 
the  plaintiff  being  able  to  prove  at  the  trial  that  they  had  said  those 
things  would  deprive  the  owners  of  a)l  recourse  under  their  bond  of  indem- 
nity; for  it  would  be  well  understood  between  them  and  their  master, 
that  the  real  point  to  be  tried  was,  his  good  or  bad  conduct,  which  it  lay 
on  him,  not  on  them,  to  establish,  and  that  he  could  have  no  cause  to 
complain  unless  they  obstructed  him  in  his  defence  on  that  point.  Then 
we  may  take  again  the  case  of  a stakeholder  : upon  a race  or  a wager  of 
any  kind,  he  may  have  supposed  A.  to  have  been  the  winner,  and  may 
have  been  on  the  point  of  handing  him  the  money,  just  as  Powell  here  for 
a longtime  seemed  to  believe  that  McLeod  had  been  unjustly  kept  out  of 
the  sum  advanced,  and  was  willing  to  assist  him  in  the  proceedings  to 
recover  it,  but  B.  claiming  to  be  the  winner  maj^  prevail  upon  him  to 
resist  A.’s  claim,  and  to  stand  an  action  upon  being  indemnified;  now  in 
such  a case  could  it  be  thought  any  fraud  upon  B.  who  gave  the  indem- 
nity, if  the  stakeholder  in  the  action  against  him  were  to  admit  that  there 
had  been  a race  or  wager,  and  that  he  had  received  the  money  as  stake- 
holder, all  which  it  would  be  necessary  to  prove  in  order  to  maintain  A’s 
action  ? I think  it  could  not.  It  would  be  said,  I think,  in  both  these 
cases,  there  is  no  breach  of  faith  in  this  ; those  were  facts  not  supposed 
to  be  in  dispute,  or  about  which  any  secrecy  or  mystery  was  to  be 
observed.  In  one  sense  indeed  the  admission  of  these  facts  might  be 
truly  said  to  have  procured  the  recovery  against  the  person  indemnified, 
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they  were  facts  necessary  to  be  establish-^I  in  order  to  shew  the  right  of 
action,  and  the  plaintiff  must  have  proved  them  in  some  way  or  he  could 
not  recover  ; hut  these  were  not  facts  upon  which  it  was  contemplated 
the  defence  was  to  turn,  they  had  never  been  disputed  between  the 
parties.  It  would  have  been  dishonourable  in  any  one  concerned  to  deny 
them,  and  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  expect  that  the  person  indemni- 
fied should  eirher  make  false  statements  respecting  them  or  that  he  should 
observe  a rigorous  silence.  But  to  carry  the  parallel  further:  suppose 
the  owner  of  the  vessel,  in  the  one  case,  or  the  stakeholder,  in  the  other, 
were  to  converse  freely  upon  the  matter  after  being  indemnified,  and  in 
discoursing  upon  what  they  did  not  pretend  to  know  of  their  own  know- 
ledge, should  express  their  belief  that  the  accident  happened  from  the 
carelessness  of  the  person  who  had  indemnified  them  ; or  that  A.,  in  the 
other  case,  had  won  the  wager,  and  not  B. ; I can  find  no  authority  to 
warrant  me,  nor  any  reasoning  to  satisfy  my  mind,  in  holding  that  so  long 
as  it  was  left  perfectly  open  to  the  party  indemnifying  to  advance  and 
prove  ihe  defence  which  he  had  taken  upon  himself  to  establish,  he  could 
be  safe  in  abstaining  from  making  any  effort  to  prove  it,  could  allow  a 
verdict  to  pass  against  him  as  in  an  undefended  cause,  and  afterwards, 
when  he  came  to  be  prosecuted  upon  the  bond  of  indemnity,  could  call 
upon  the  jury  to  relieve  him  from  his  obligation,  by  finding  upon  their 
paths,  that  the  recovery  in  the  former  action  was  obtained  not  in  part  but 
wholly,  for  that  is  the  question,  through  the  fraud  or  by  the  voluntary 
means  and  procurement  of  the  person  himself  who  was  indemnified. 
Must  not  the  jury,  who  are  sworn  to  give  their  verdict  according  to  the 
evidence,  say  in  answer  to  such  a claim  to  exemption,  “ no ; the  recovery 
“in  the  former  suit  was  not  ol)tained  merely  because  the  plaintiff  proved 
“ there  had  been  a collision  of  the  two  vessels,  or  in  the  other  case,  that  a 
race  had  been  run  and  money  staked,  nor  because  the  party  indemnified 
“ had  expressed  an  opinion,  as  anybody  else  might  have  done,  on  the  point 
“ which  was  understood  to  be  really  the  one  at  issue,  but  the  recovery  was 
“ obtained  by  your  total  failure  to  make  out  the  defence  which  you  had 
“ taken  upon  yourself ; a defence  resting  upon  facts  which  lay  especially 
within  your  own  knowledge,  and  which  it  cannot  be  supposed  you 
“ expected  the  person  indemnified  to  supply,  and  which  he  did  not  in  any 
“manner  prevent  you  from  supplying  if  it  had  been  in  your  power.” 
Applying  ourselves  to  the  case  before  us,  ought  the  jury  to  have  found, 
upon  the  trial  of  this  cause,  that  the  recovery  in  the  case  of  McLeod  v. 
Powell  was  obtained  through  the  fraudulent  and  wrongful  act  or  by  the 
voluntary  means  and  procurement  of  Powell,  or  by  his  default.  That  it 
was  not  by  his  default  in  the  common  sense  of  the  term,  that  is,  by  his 
omission,  is  certain ; for  it  is  not  complained  that  Mr.  Boulton  was  not 
allowed  to  plead  what  he  chose  to  the  action  in  the  name  of  Powell,  and 
manage  the  defence  in  his  own  way.  It  was  open  to  him  upon  the 
record  to  prove  payment,  or  any  other  defence  which  before  the  new  rules 
of  pleading  could  have  been  supported  under  the  general  issue. 

Then  as  to  charging  the  recovery  to  the  fraudulent  procurement  of 
Powell,  or  even  to  his  procurement  without  fraud,  if  that  would  be  suffi- 
cient, we  must  consider  whether  the  jury  could  have  said  that  it  was  so, 
consistently  with  their  oaths.  The  case  at  the  trial  consisted  of  two 
parts  : the  plaintiff  had  to  prove  that  he  had  paid  and  advanced  money 
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for  McLeod,  and  he  was  proceeding  to  do  so  by  what  he  considered  was 
good  and  satisfactory  evidence,  namelv,  the  admissions  of  Powell  made  to 
McLeod’s  attorney  long  before  the  indemnity  was  given,  and  when  he 
was  acting  for  the  benefit  and  as  the  agent  of  McLeod,  by  whose  instruc- 
tions that  action  had  been  brought ; he  found  difficulty  in  this,  because 
the  learned  judge  seemed  to  think  that  a professional  confidence  as 
between  him  and  Powell  interfered  ; this  was  perhaps  a mistaken  view  of 
the  subject,  for  it  was  in  effect  allowing  Powell  to  change  the  relation  that 
had  existed  between  the  real  client,  McLeod,  and  his  attorney,  because 
he  had  altered  his  own  position,  and  shouldered  McLeod  unexpectedly, 
and  I think  very  improperly,  out  of  the  action  which  had  been  brought 
for  hisbenefit.  Finding  this  difficulty,  the  plaintiff’s  attorney  then  gave  the 
evidence  which  he  did  of  Powell’s  recent  admissions,  which  left  no  doubt 
in  the  minds  of  the  jury  that  McLeod  had  paid  out  the  money  for  him. 
But  that  was  a fact  which,  though  Powell  was  not  bound  formally  to 
admit  upon  the  trial,  McLeod  couhl  hardly  have  expected  him  to  deny  ; 
or  rather  Mr.  James  Boulton,  who  for  his  own  sake  was  defending  the 
action  in  Powell’s  name  ; and  upon  the  facts  as  they  have  been  stated  and 
admitted  in  the  argument,  we  must  in  my  opinion,  look  upon  the  defendant 
in  this  suit  and  Mr.  James  Boulton  as  standing  upon  a common  interest. 
"What  was  known  to  the  one  must  (till  the  contrary  appears)  be  supposed  to 
be  known  to  the  other,  who  had  interposed  as  his  friend  by  giving  the 
indemnity,  and  had  besides  been  his  counsel  when  Powell  w’ as  urging  his 
remedy  against  him  on  behalf  of  McLeod.  But,  as  I have  already 
observed,  we  know  and  are  bound  in  my  opinion  to  notice  (when  we  are 
asked  to  set  aside  the  verdict  of  a jury  in  order  to  promote  the  substan- 
tial ends  of  justice)  that  the  very  defence* showm  and  relied  upon  in  that 
action  of  Pow^ell  v.  Boulton  was  that  McLeod  had  paid  up  the  executions 
against  Powell,  who  had  therefore  had  the  benefit  of  the  money  borrowed 
for  him,  and  could  under  no  cirmumstances  sue  Mr.  James  Boulton  for 
it ; and  this  court  was  asked  to  grant  a new  trial  expressly  on  that  ground, 
and  upon  an  affidavit  filed  by  Mr.  James  Boulton  himself,  that  he  had 
frequently  heard  Powell  admit  that  McLeod  had  paid  him  the  sum  which 
he  then  claimed.  How,  then,  could  it  be  a surprise  on  Mr.  Jas.  Boulton 
when  he  was  defending  the  suit  of  McLeod  v.  Powell,  or  upon  the  pre- 
sent defendant  who  represented  him  then  ; or  how  could  it  have  affected 
the  justice  of  the  case,  or  have  done  him  any  injury  in  that  action,  that 
Powell  had  admitted  after  the  indemnity  what  he  had  always  asserted 
before,  and  not  only  had  asserted  but  sworn  to;  and  when  Mr,  James 
Boulton  had  before  relied  upon  these  assertions  and  admissions,  and  had 
moreover  fortified  them  by  his  own  affidavit  that  he  had  frequently  heard 
Powell  make  them?  All  this  was  before  the  indemnity  was  given.  It 
was  objected  in  the  argument  that  the  court  could  not  look  at  what  had 
been  done  in  former  proceedings  between  those  parties,  and  that  we  cannot 
for  any  purpose  consider  what  has  been  stated  by  either  of  them  in  affida- 
vits which  are  on  the  files  of  this  court,  though  they  have  been  made  the 
ground  of  judgments  pronounced  by  the  court  upon  the  same  subject 
which  is  nov/  in  litigation  and  substantially  between  the  same  parties.  I 
will  notice  this  objection  before  I conclude.  Ido  not  by  any  means 
concur  in  it  as  having  any  proper  application  here;  but  it  is  not  too  much 
purpose  to  discuss  it,  because  the  very  affidavit  of  Powell  himself  made 
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for  the  purpose  of  procuring  a new  trial  in  the  case  of  McLeod  v.  Powell, 
and  in  which  Powell  plainly  in  effect  asserts  that  he  had  received  the 
£200  from  McLeod,  and  must  therefore  owe  it  to  him  unless  Mr.  James 
Boulton  had  paid  it.  This  very  affidavit  was  given  in  evidence  by  the 
present  defendant  upon  the  trial  of  this  cause,  and  he  relies  upon  it  now 
as  one  of  the  grounds  on  which  he  ought  to  have  had  a verdict ; and, 
moreover,  in  this  affidavit  Powell  describes  the  receipt  which  he  says  he 
gave  to  McLeod  when  the  latter  paid  the  money  for  him,  and  the  con- 
tents of  which,  he  says,  induced  him  to  credit  Mr.  James  Boulton’s 
statement  that  he  had  paid  the  money,  and  led  to  his  stopping  his  action 
on  his  receiving  the  indemnity.  We  need  not,  therefore,  go  out  of  this 
cause  to  see  that  the  real  defendant  in  McLeod  v,  Powell  must  have 
been  perfectly  aware,  as  it  is  plain  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  the 
proceedings  he  was,  that  Powell  had  never  pretended  to  deny  that  McLeod 
had  paid  the  money  to  his  creditors,  and  that  the  point  in  dispute  was 
not  that  fact,  for  it  was  admitted  allround,  but  whether  McLeod  had  had 
the  money  from  Mr.  James  Boulton.  This  second  point  was  the  qu(\s- 
tion  which  alone  it  is  fair  to  consider  the  parties  to  the  indemnity  bond 
had  in  view,  when  Powell  agreed  upon  receiving  it  to  stand  an  action  ; 
and  the  affirmative  as  to  that  lay  with  the  defendant,  in  other  words,  with 
Mr.  James  Boulton,  who,  through  his  counsel  (the  present  defendant),  the 
obligor  in  the  indemnity  bond,  managed  the  defence. 

Uow,  unquestionably,  if  on  the  trial  of  this  cause  it  had  been  shewn 
that  Mr.  James  Boulton  had  in  fact  paid  the  money  over,  and  had  it  in 
his  power  to  prove  it,  but  that  by  some  fraudulent  act  or  omission  of 
Powell’s,  or  by  some  act  or  default  of  his,  whether  fraudulent  or  not,  Mr. 
James  Boulton  had  been  hindered  from  making  out  his  defence,  which 
but  for  this  he  could  have  done ; then,  without  looking  into  cases  and 
precedents,  common  justice  would  tell  us  that  Powell  ought  to  lose  the 
benefit  of  the  indemnity  bond.  But  how  could  the  jury  say  that  Mr. 
Powell  had  prevented  Mr.  James  Boulton  from  shewing  the  truth'? 
The  question  was  not  what  Powell  had  himself  believed  at  one  time  or 
another,  nor  even  what  he  might  have  expressed  his  wish  or  expecta- 
tion to  be,  as  to  the  result  of  the  contest.  The  stake  holder  in  the 
case  which  I have  supposed,  might  have  really  been  of  opinion  that  the 
person  to  whom  he  had  intended  to  pay  the  money  was  the  one  best 
entitled,  and  he  might  have  said  so  unreservedly,  but  the  decision  would 
not  rest  with  him  but  with  the  jury,  as  in  this  case,  whose  duty  it  would 
be  to  decide  upon  such  evidence  as  the  litigating  parties  might  give. 

Two  hundred  pounds  is  no  inconsiderable  sum.  It  would  naturally  be 
supposed  by  Powell,  and  by  every  one,  that  if  Mr.  James  Boulton  had 
ever  paid  it  to  McLeod,  he  must  have  taken  a receipt,  or  at  least  be  able 
to  prove  it  by  the  testimony  of  some  one  who  was  present,  or  by  McLeod’s 
subsequent  admission.  If  such  evidence  had  been  given,  it  is  not  to  be 
supposed  that  the  jury  would  have  regarded  what  Mr.  Powell  had  told 
Gardner  or  Young  as  to  what  he  believed  or  wished,  in  a matter  which ’t 
is  not  pretended  he  was  privy  to,  or  had  any  means  of  speaking  to  from 
his  own  knowledge.  It  seems  that  on  the  trial  of  the  case  of  McLeod  v. 
Powell,  the  receipt  mentioned  in  Powell’s  affidavit  as  having  been  seen  by 
him  in  the  hands  of  one  Long,  was  spoken  of  as  a receipt  written  by 
McLeod  and  signed  by  Powell,  and  which  expressed  that  Mr.  James 
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Boulton  had  paid  over  the  money.  The  plaintiff’s  counsel  was  called  on 
to  produce  it.  He  said  he  had  it  not  in  his  possession,  and  that  due 
notice  had  not  been  given  him  to  produce  it  if  he  could  have  produced  it, 
(which  fact  as  to  the  notice  was  admitted,)  but  he  offered  to  allow  the 
defendant  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  receipt.  The 
defendant  produced  no  such  evidence;  Mr.  James  Boulton,  who  was 
present  at  the  trial,  was  not  tendered  as  a witness  to  prove  that  he  made 
the  payment,  which  he  might  have  done  if  released,  or  was  any  evidence 
of  the  payment  given. 

The  jury,  therefore,  having  it  proved  to  them  that  McLeod  had  paid  the 
200Z,  to  Powell,  or  on  his  account,  and  no  evidence  whatever  that  he  had 
been  repaid,  gave  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  When  that  verdict  was 
moved  against,  it  was  not  upon  any  allegation  that  McLeod  had  not  paid 
the  money,  but  on  the  contrary,  that  was  fully  admitted  in  the  affidavit 
which  was  filed  in  that  case,  and  which  was  given  in  evidence  on  the  trial 
of  the  cause  now  before  us,  and  there  being  no  proof  whatever  of  any  fact 
which  could  shew  the  verdict  to  be  wrong  it  was  of  necessity  sustained. 

Upon  these  facts  I do  not  see  that  we  can  hold  the  jury  to  have  done 
wrong  in  this  last  case,  in  finding  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  issue  that 
McLeod’s  recovery  was  obtained  by  the  fraud  or  by  the  means  or  default  of 
Powell.  It  was  in  fact  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  there  proving  by  Powell’s 
own  admission  a prima  facie  case  as  to  McLeod’s  having  paid  a large 
sum  of  money  in  discharge  of  Powell’s  debts,  a fact  which  nobody  had 
ever  denied  or  disputed,  and  because  Mr.  James  Boulton,  who  had  taken 
upon  himself  to  defend  this  action,  had  she-wn  no  reason  whatever  why 
McLeod  should  not  recover  back  the  money  which  he  had  so  paid.  It 
would  have  been  a perfectly  sufficient  reason,  if  he  had  shewn  thatMcLeod 
had  either  paid  the  debts  with  Powell’s  own  money  which  he  (Mr.  James 
Boulton)  had  before  place  in  his  hands,  or  that  after  the  advance  was 
made  he  had  been  repaid  by  Mr.  James  Boulton;  these  were  points  upon 
which  Mr.  James  Boulton  must  necessarily  have  been  well  informed : but 
though  he  had  taken  upon  himself  the  defence,  in  order  that  he  might 
prove  that  payment,  he  made  no  effort  to  do  so.  And  it  is  further  to  be 
remarked,  that  now  although  the  defendant  is  moving  to  set  aside  this 
verdict  of  a jury,  he  has  not  placed  before  us  upon  affidavit  any  evidence 
whatever  that  in  McLeod’s  case  against  Powell,  injustice  was  done  to  the 
real  defenaant,  or  that  he  had  it  in  his  power  to  prove  anything  which  he 
did  not  prove  ; nor,  on  the  motion  for  a new  trial  in  that  case,  was  it  shewn, 
that  by  any  accident  or  cause  whatever  attributable  to  Powell  or  other- 
wise, Mr.  James  Boulton  had  been  prevented  from  defending  himself  as 
fully  as  he  could  have  done  or  expected  to  do.  No  misdirection  is  com- 
plained of  in  this  case  ; on  the  contrary,  the  learned  judge  charged  the 
jury  against  the  plaintiff ; they  nevertheless  found  a verdict  for  him. 
When  there  are  legal  questions  reserved  at  a trial  by  consent  of  parties, 
there  the  court  considers  itself  as  standing  in  the  place  of  the  judge  at  the 
moment  of  the  objection  being  taken,  and  before  the  verdict  is  given,  and 
they  therefore  decide  upon  it  as  if  there  were  no  verdict  to  be  moved 
against.  When  no  point  has  been  reserved,  and  the  judge  has  mistaken 
the  law  and  misdirected  the  jury,  then  the  court  is  inclined  readily  to 
grant  a new  trial,  but  they  have  a discretion  to  refuse  it,  when  it  is  plain 
that  justice  has  not  withstanding  been  done  between  the  parties;  as  when 
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there  was  no  merit  in  the  legal  point  relied  upon,  or  when  the  verdict 
must  in  the  end  be  the  same,  or  where  the  same  party  could  succeed  in 
another  form  of  action.  This  discretion  to  decline  interfering  in  such 
cases,  even  where  there  has  been  a mistake  in  the  judge's  direction  against 
the  losing  party,  has  been  exercised  in  many  cases,  both  in  early  and  late 
times,  and  by  judges  of  the  greatest  eminence  (a). 

When  the  judges’s  direction,  whether  accurately  or  not,  has  been  in 
favour  of  the  losing  party,  so  that  there  is  no  misdirection  to  complain  of, 
but  the  jury  in  their  view  of  the  right  of  the  case  have  found  a verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  then  if  such  verdict  be  consistent  with  justice  and  good  con- 
science, the  court  will  not  set  it  aside  as  a matter  of  course  because  it 
is  inconsistent  with  the  direction  given  to  the  jury  on  the  technical  law  of 
the  case.  This  is  a rule  acted  upon  in  daily  practice,  and  it  is  obviously 
a right  one  ; for  the  court  have  always  considered  that  when  the  error  if 
there  be  any  lies  wholly  with  the  jury,  it  is  not  incumbent  on  them  to 
relieve  the  party  from  the  verdict  so  found,  unless  the  honesty  of  the  case 
and  the  substantial  ends  of  justice  will  be  advanced  by  doing  so.  They 
feel,  in  other  words,  that  they  cannot  be  called  upon  as  a matter  of  right 
to  set  aside  every  verdict  where  the  jury,  not  being  misled,  have  made  a 
mistake  and  departed  from  strict  principles  of  law.  Ifew  trials  being  in 
general  only  granted  by  the  court  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion  for  the 
advancement  of  justice,  it  is  no  part  of  the  duty  of  a court  to  see  that 
every  unrighteous  claim  which  the  law  will  support,  or  every  defence, 
ho  wever  unj  ust,  shall  inevitably  be  successful. 

in  this  case  I think  the  verdict  is,  for  all  that  appeared  at  the  trial, 
perfectly  consistent  with  the  justice  of  the  case  ; the  only  rational  object 
of  the  indemnity  bond  was,  to  secure  to  Mr.  James  Boulton  an  opportu- 
nity of  proving  what  he  had  asserted  but  had  not  proved.  He  had  that 
opportunity  and  did  not  give  the  proof ; why  he  did  not  give  it,  if  he 
could  have  done  so,  is  not  explained. 

T noticed  an  objection  made  on  the  argument,  that  the  court  could  not, 
in  disposing  of  this  motion,  consider  anything  that  they  had  judicially 
before  them  in  any  other  case  in  relation  to  the  matter  in  contest.  To 
insist  on  this  as  a principle  to  the  extent  contended  for,  would  lead  to 
very  unjust  and  often  very  absurd  consequences ; and  I am  convinced  no 
one  can  read  far  in  the  reports  of  any  of  the  courts  without  seeing  that, 
upon  motions  for  new  trials  where  no  misdirection  is  complained  of,  the 
judges  do  not  conceive  themselves  to  be  in  all  cases  so  rigorously  con- 
fined to  the  very  record  before  them  and  the  evidence  given  in  relation  to 
it,  as  to  refuse  to  consider  for  any  purpose  what  has  been  done  before  in 
their  own  courts  in  respect  to  the  same  subject  in  litigation.  The  case  of 
The  King  v.  Jolliffe  (b)  contains  some  discussions  on  this  point,  upon 
which  it  can  hardly  be  required  to  cite  authority ; for  to  maintain  that 
on  a motion  to  grant  a new  trial,  not  upon  any  point  of  law  or  alleged  mis 
direction,  but  upon  the  grounddhat  the  jury  has  given  a wrong  verdict, 
which  is  always  an  act  of  discretion  to  be  exercised  for  the  advancement  of 
the  true  justice  of  the  case,  a court  can  have  no  reference  to  what  has  taken 
place  before  themselves  between  the  same  parties,  is  impossible.  Many 
cases  might  be  put  where  such  a principle,  inflexibly  maintained,  would 
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lead  to  consequences  that  every  man’s  sense  of  justice  must  revolt  against. 
So  far  as  we  are  desired  to  grant  a new  trial  in  this  case,  upon  the  ground 
that  it  was  a fraudulent  surprise  upon  Mr.  James  Boulton  or  this  defen- 
dant, when  Powell  was  found  to  have  admitted  that  his  debts  had  been 
paid  for  him  by  McLeod,  I should  feel  myself  bound  to  pay  attention  to 
the  circumstance,  when  it  is  recalled  to  our  recollection,  that  Mr.  James 
Boulton,  before  the  indemnity  bond  was  given,  and  when  he  was  protecting 
himself  against  Powell’s  claim  upon  him,  rested  his  defence  in  along  argu- 
ment before  us,  upon  the  very  fact  that  Powell’s  debts  had  been  so  paid 
by  McLeod  ; and,  that  he  made  an  affidavit  himself,  which  is  on  the  files 
of  this  court,  that  he  had  often  heard  Powell  admit  it.  But  after  all  it  is 
not  material  to  dwell  on  this  point,  because  the  affidavit  made  by  Powelly 
and  which  the  defendant  in  this  present  cause  produced  as  evidence  in  his 
favour  on  the  trial,  establishes  the  same  thing,  and  shews  that  Powell’s 
statements  on  this  point  have  been  consistent  throughout. 

Upon  these  grounds  I am  of  opinion  that  we  cannot  with  any  propriety 
set  aside  this  verdict  • for  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  result  could  or  ought 
to  be  different  at  another  trial. 

I wish  it  to  be  understood,  that  after  all  that  has  been  shewn  on  both 
sides,  I do  not  profess  to  have  come  to  any  certain  conclusion  upon  the 
real  point  in  dispute  between  McLeod  and  Mr.  James  Boulton,  namely, 
whether  the  latter  has  paid  the  former  for  Powell  the  200Z.  borrowed 
from  Mr.  Buller,  or  not.  With  that  question  this  defendant  has  no  con- 
nection, except  as  he  had  been  counsel  in  some  of  the  proceedings  adverted 
to,  and  from  giving  his  bond  of  indemnity  in  order  to  secure  to  Mr.  James 
Boulton  an  opportunity  of  shewing  what  the  fact  was.  Different  persons 
may  judge  differently  of  the  probabititv  of  the  statements  made  on  the  one 
side  and  on  the  other.  The  negative,  that  is  that  it  never  was  paid, 
could  not  well  be  proved  by  McLeod,  and  is  therefore  not  expected  to 
be  proved  ; and  Mr.  Boulton,  on  his  side,  has  not  proved  the  affirmative. 
Why  he  did  not  attempt  to  do  so,  or  why  he  should  not  be  able  to  prove 
a fact  of  this  positive  kind,  of  which  he  must  necessarily  have  had  perfect 
knowledge,  is  not  explained.  I do  not  think  it  right  to  assume  anything, 
in  the  absence  of  clear  evidence,  in  opposition  to  the  direct  assertion  which 
Mr.  James  Boulton  has  made  under  oath  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings 
referred  to,  though  not  in  the  present  case.  But  my  judgment  on  this 
motion  is  formed  only  on  the  conviction,  that  considering  the  evidence 
given  in  the  case  of  McLeod  v.  Powell,  and  on  the  trial  of  this  action, there 
is  no  ground  on  which  we/could  properly  say  that  the  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  ender  judgment  on  his  verdict.  The  case  of  hTash  v.  Palmer(a), 
bears  very  strongly  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  because  it  shews  that,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  when  a person  having  given  an  indemnity  bond 
complains  of  iujustice  in  being  subjected  to  a recovery  by  the  act  or  default 
of  the  obligee,  he  must  shew  that  he  was,  by  the  act  complained  of,  pre- 
cluded from  making  a defence,  and  that  he  really  had  a good  defence 
.which  he  could  have  substantiated.  In  principle,  that  case  was  much 
stronger,  I think,  than  the  present  in  favour  of  the  person  indemnifying, 
but  the  court  nevertheless  held  him  liable.  There  the  plaintiff,  Hash,  had 
purchased  a cottage  of  one  Woodruffe;  and,  as  it  was  understood  that 
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one  Times  had  or  pretended  to  have,  a claim  upon  it  by  reason  of  some 
mortgage  or  other  incumbrance,  it  was  agreed  between  Nash  aud  the 
vendor  that  the  defendant,  Palmer,  should  give  him  a bond  to  indemnify 
him  against  any  claim  or  proceeding  on  the  part  of  Times.  The  con- 
dition was.  that  Palmer  should  at  all  times  save  Nash  harmless,  and  also 
the  cottage  and  premises  of  and  from  all  mortgages,  judgments,  executions 
and  other  incumbrances  whatsoever  at  any  time  theretofore  given  by 
Woodruffe  to  Times,  and  from  and  against  all  actions,  &c.,  all  losses, 
costs,  &c.,  which  should  be  brought  against  or  borne  by  Nash  for  or  on 
account  of  the  said  mortgages,  judgments,  &c.,  or  of  any  suit  or  suits 
then  pending,  &c.  Palmer  being  sued  on  this  bond,  pleaded  that  when 
he  made  the  bond  the  plaintiff,  Nash,  was  in  possession  of  the  cottage 
under  his  purchase,  and  that  a declaration  in  ejectment  had  been  served 
at  the  suit  of  Times,  and  that  the  action  being  pending  at  the  time  of 
making  the  bond,  although  Times  had  not  any  right  to  bring  the  eject- 
ment, yet  the  plaintiff,  Nash,  afterwards  suffered  judgment  by  default 
although  he  might  have  successfully  defended  the  ejectment,  wherefore 
Times  obtained  possession  and  expelled  the  plaintiff ; and  so  that  if  the 
plaintiff  was  damnified,  he  was  damnified  by  his  own  wrong.  In  another 
plea  the  defendant  stated  as  his  defence,  that  before  making  the 
bond,  the  plaintiff  had  assured  him  that  an  appearance  had  been  duly 
entered  in  the  ejectment  suit  brought  by  Times,  and  a plea  pleaded  ; and 
that  he,  the  defendant  confiding  in  that  assurance,  had  been  induced  by 
it  to  execute  the* bond,  but  that  in  fact  no  such  appearance  was  ever 
entered,  or  plea  pleaded,  and  that  by  reason  thereof  judgment  was  obtained 
against  him  for  default  of  appearance  and  plea,  and  he  was  turned  out  of 
possession,  although  he  might  have  successfully  defended  the  ejectment. 
And  he  averred  that  by  reason  of  plaintiff’s  assurance  he  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  default  until  judgment  was  obtained.  To  these  pleas  the  plaintiff 
demurred,  and  the  court  held  that  neither  of  them  contained  a sufficient 
defence  against  the  bond  of  indemnity  ; they  considered  the  matter  so 
clear,  indeed,  that  they  did  not  hear  the  plaintiff’s  counsel  in  reply.  As 
to  the  first  plea.  Lord  Ellenhorough  said  that  the  defendant  had  under- 
taken to  save  the  plaintiff  harmless  against  any  action  or  claim  of  Times 
whatever  might  he  the  ground  of  it,  whether  he  had  right  on  his  side  or 
not ; and  that  under  such  circumstances  the  suit  was  no  longer  the 
plaintiff's  suit,  but  his.  He  held,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  suffering 
judgment  in  the  suit  against  him  to  go  by  default  after  he  had  received 
the  indemnity  (for  that  was  the  statement  in  the  first  plea),  was  no  reason 
why  his  indemnity  should  be  defeated.  As  to  the  second  plea,  his  lord- 
ship  held  that,  admitting  the  bond  to  have  been  executed  under  an 
erroneous  impression  produced  by  the  plaintiff’s  own  representation  that 
an  appearance  had  been  entered  and  a plea  pleaded  to  the  ejectment; 
when  in  truth  judgment  by  default  had  been  actually  signed,yet  that  there 
might  have  been  no  intentional  mis-statement ; for  the  plaintiff  might 
have  believed  what  he  asserted,  and  that  in  order  to  make  the  plea  a 
good  defence,  it  should  have  gone  further  and  shewn  that  the  communi- 
cation was  fraudulently  made.  JBayley  J.,  as  to  the  first  plea  said,  “that 
“ if  the  ejectment  could  have  been  successfully  defended  as  the  plea 
“ averred,  then  it  luas  the  duty  of  Palmer,  who  had  given  the  indemnity,  to 
^^have  resisted  and  defeated  it  f he  had  no  cause  (his  lordship  said)  ^Ho 
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complci'i'^  of  result,  unless  he  had  ofered  to  defend  and  had  heenpre- 
vented  hy  the  plaintiff:  the  plea  therefore,  should  have  averred  that  the 
“ defendant  (Palmer)  offered  to  defend  and  was  prevented;  or  it  should 
shewn  how  he  might  have  successfully  defended',  that  the  defen- 
“ dant  ought  to  have  alleged  facts  which  would  amount  to  a defence,  and 
“ should  have  shewn  that  they  existed  within  the  knowledge  of  the 
« plaintiff.”  And  as  to  the  second  plea,  Mr.  .Justice  Bayley  held  it  bad 
also  ^‘because  it  did  not  allege  that  the  defendant  executed  the  bond 
n upon  a condition,  that  the  representation  respecting  the  appearance  and 
“ plea  was  true,  nor  that  the  representation  (though  untrue)  was  fraudu- 
“ lent  • and  that  it  was  also  open  to  the  same  objection  as  the  first  plea, 

“ namely,  that  it  did  not  shew  the  grounds  upon  which  the  ejectment 
could  have  been  successfully  resisted.”  This  being  the  judgment  of  the 
court  upon  demurrer,  and  on  the  substantial  merits  of  the  plea,  not  on  any 
formal  objection,  it  is  quite  clear,  that  if  the  parties  had  been  before  the 
court  upon  a plea  stating  in  general  terms  that  the  plaintiff  was  damnified 
of  his  own  wrong,  the  court  would  have  held  it  necessary,  in  order  to 
defeat  the  claim  to  indemnity  on  such  an  issue,  to  shew  that  something 
had  been  frahdulently  done  by  the  plaintiff*  which  had  prevented  Palmer 
from  successfully  defending  the  original  cause ; and,  that  there  was  a good 
ground  of  defence  upon  certain  facts  which  he  was  prepared  to  have 
established,  and  could  and  would  have  established  if  he  had  not  been 
prevented.  And  it  is  evident  indeed,  that  if  it  were  not  so  he  was  not 
injured  bv  the  result ; for  if  the  third  party  (Times)  was  entitled  to  recover 
in  the  ejectment,  then  there  was  no  reason  to  complain.  l!^ow  to  compare 
this  case  with  the  present,  the  condition  of  this  defendant’s  bond  informs 
us  that  there  was  a certain  sum  of  money  which  was  stated  to  have  been 
advanced  by  one  Buffer  to  Powell  through  theagencyof  Mr.  James  Boulton, 
and  which  sum  was  also  claimed  to  have  been  paid  to  Powell  by  and  on 
account  of  McLeod,  and  to  be  due  and  owing  to  him  ; the  meaning  of 
which  seems  to  be,  that  the  question  of  fact  was,  whether  a certain  sura 
of  money  which  had  come  into  Powell’s  hands  came  to  him  from  McLeod, 
and  was  paid  on  McLeod’s  own  account,  so  that  he  had  a claim  to  be 
repaid  by  Powell,  or,  whether  it  had  come  into  his  hands  through  Mr. 
James  Boulton’s  agency,  in  such  a manner  that  McLeod  had  no  right  to 
claim  repayment  from  Powell ; and  contemplating,  as  it  would  seem,  that 
McLeod  would  sue  Powell  for  this  money,  this  defendant,  stepping 
between  McLeod  and  Powell,  bound  himself  ^Ho  save  Powell  in  all  things 
^^and  at  all  times  harmless  from  all  demands  or  suits  regarding  the  money 
“in  question,and  to  discharge  all  damages,  costs  and  charges  recovered  or 
'‘^awarded  in  laio  or  equity  regarding  the  said  money,  without  damage  or 
prejudice  to  Powell.''  Clearly  if  McLeod  should  recover,  it  would  make 
no  difference  upon  this  condition  whether  he  had  a legal  and  just  right  to 
recover  or  not ; for  the  undertaking  is,  to  save  Powell  harmless  from  all 
suits  regarding  the  money,  and  to  discharge  all  damages  which  might  be 
recovered. 

Powell,  when  the  suit  was  brought,  was  not  called  upon  to  give  himself  ’ 
any  trouble  about  the  matter.  Upon  the  principle  of  the  case  just  cited, 
if  upon  being  sued  he  had  allowed  judgment  to  go  by  default,  or  had  even 
paid  the  money  without  giving  notice  to  this  defendant,  which  would  be 
the  strongest  case,  he  has  yet  prima  facie  a claim  to  be  indemnified ; for 
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K he  was  not  bound  to  deny  what  was  true,  nor  to  withhold  what  was  justly 
E claimed.  To  bar  the  plaintiff’s  right  to  indemnity,  the  defendant  must 
shew  that  he  paid  the  money  in  his  own  wrong,  or  that  he  occasioned 
McLeod  to  recover  contrary  to  right,  by  preventing  this  defendant  from 
establishing  upon  the  trial  a certain  defence,  which  did  in  fact  exist  and 
r which  he  could  have  made  out ; and,  according  to  Mr.  Justice  Bayley,  it 
• would  be  necessary  even  to  go  further,  and  shew  that  the  facts  constituting 
I the  defence  were  known  to  the  person  indemnified. 

The  rejoinder,  on  which  these  parties  are  at  issue,  avers  that  the  judg- 
’ ment  in  McLeod  v.  Powell  was  recovered  by  the  fraud,  covin,  voluntary 
; act  and  wrong  of  Powell,  and  by  his  means  and  through  his  default. 

This  allegation,  on  the  principle  of  the  cases  I have  cited,  involves 
more  than  a mere  assertion  that  Powell  made  default  in  the  action,  or 
^ was  willing  or  aiding  in  the  recovery,  or  that  he  acted  in  some  way 
: fraudulently  in  the  matter ; for  those  parts  of  the  plea,  either  singly  or 
together,  would  not  constitute  a defence  ; the  recovery  must  be  shewn  to 
; be  wrongful  in  itself,  because,  if  not,  then  it  is  not  true  that  McLeod 
recovered  ‘‘by  the  fraud  or  wrong  of  Powell and,  as  Bayley,  J.,  remarks 
: in  Nash  v.  Palmer,  “this  defendant  would  have  no  reason  to  complain  of 
I “the  result,”  Unless  the  plea  can  be  taken  to  amount  to  this,  it  would 
; be  no  defei  ce.  It  does  I think  amount  to  it,  and  imposes  on  the  defen- 
I dant  the  burthen  of  giving  that  proof ; and,  according  to  Nash  v.  Palmer, 

I the  conduct  of  Powell  would  be  of  no  account  until  it  is  shewn  that  it 
I prevented  the  defendant  from  making  a successful  defence  upon  facts 
I which  existed,  and  which,  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  conduct  of  the  plain- 
I tiff,  he  could  have  proved. 

I To  hold  otherwise,  would  be  to  hold  that  whenever  a party  who  is 
f indemnified  against  a claim  pays  it  voluntarily,  with  or  without  notice  to 
-Jthe  person  indemnifying,  he  cannot  recover  on  his  bond,  though,  for  all 
; that  appears,  he  may  have  done  only  what  was  j ust  and  prudent  in  paying 
the  claim  at  once ; or  it  would  be  to  hold  that  a default  or  a fraud  in  the 
person  indemnified  would  exempt  the  obligor  from  further  liability,  without 
i-  reference  to  its  effect  upon  the  recovery,  or  to  the  merits  of  the  claim 
3'  supported' by  the  recovery ; but  we  have  no  power  to  deal  in  that  manner 
with  remedies  upon  covenants  or  bonds  which  are  precise  and  specific  in 
f their  nature,  being  stricti  juris,  and  not  to  be  discharged  or  obstructed 
H upon  mere  equitable  consideration;  or  by  disabling  a party  to  recover 
^ upon  them  by  way  of  punishment  for  a misconduct  which  does  not  affect 
the  substance  of  the  thing  undertaken  to  be  performed. 

'I  There  is  no  question  here  about  notice  of  the  action  brought  by  McLeod, 

^ for  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  action  was  in  fact  defended  up  to  the 
' moment  of  trial  by  this  defendant,  and  at  the  trial,  so  far  as  he  chose  to 
! defend  it ; and  the  strict  consequences  resulting  from  his  having  that 
j opportunity  are  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Buller  in  Duffield  v.  Scott  (a): 

^ “The  purpose  of  giving  notice  is  not  in  order  to  give  a ground  of  action  : 

I “but  if  a demand  be  made  which  the  person  indemnifying  is  bound  to 
i “pay  and  notice  be  given  to  him  and  he  refuse  to  defend  the  action,  in 
i “consequence  of  which  the  person  to  be  indemnified  is  obliged  to  pay  the 
! “demand,  that  is  equivalent  to  a judgment,  and  estops  the  other  party 


(a)  3 T.  K.  377. 


512 


queen’s  bench,  HILARY  TERM,  9 VIC. 


^‘from  saying  that  the  defendant  in  the  first  action  was  not  bound  to  pay 
^‘the  money.” 

This  defendant,  it  is  true,  did  not  refuse  totally  to  defend  the  first 
action  ; he  did  defend  it  up  to  a certain  point,  but  at  the  trial  he  offered 
no  defence ; and  why  should  he  not  have  prevented  McLeod  from 
recovering  if  he  could  ? What  precluded  or  obstructed  him  from  doing 
so  Nothing  that  I can  see.  What  reason  does  he  offer  for  not  choos- 
ing to  attempt  if?  This  reason  : That  Powell,  after  he  had  been  indem- 
nified, admitted  that  McLeod  had  paid  him  £200,  or  rather  paid  it  to 
others  for  him ; but  the  very  affidavit  which  this  defendant  put  in  evidence 
on  the  trial  of  this  cause  shews  that  Powell  to  his  knowledge  had 
repeatedly  admitted  that  fact,  and  had  even  sworn  to  it  before  the 
transaction  of  this  indemnity  took  place ; there  was  therefore  no  fraud  or 
surprise  in  that,  nor  had  the  defendant  any  reason  to  complain  of  it ; and, 
moreover,  if  Powell  had  gone  further,  and  upon  the  trial  had  admitted 
the  claim  against  himself  and  paid  it,  that  would  be  no  reason  why  he 
should  lose  his  indemnity,  unless  it  could  be  shewn  that  he  unnecessarily 
admitted  a claim  upon  him  that  was  not  just  and  legal.  Then,  as  to  the 
further  reason  that  Powell,  after  the  bond  was  given,  admitted  his  belief 
or  conviction  that  Mr.  J ames  Boulton  had  never  paid  over  the  money  he 
received  from  Buller,  and  therefore  that  McLeod  had  a right  to  look  to 
him ; that  did  not  prevent  him  or  this  defendant  (who  was  present)  from 
shewing  that  he  had  paid  over  the  money,  if  in  truth  he  had.  The  con- 
dition of  the  indemnity  bond  shews  that  this  defendant  took  the  proof  of 
this  fact  upon  himself ; for  that  is  the  construction  and  effect  everywhere 
given  to  these  transactions.  The  affirmative  of  that  issue  lay  upon  him, 
and  if  he  had  proved  it,  Powell’s  opinion  in  favour  of  the  negative,  which 
in  the  nature  of  things  he  could  not  know  or  be  supposed  to  know,  could 
have  signified  nothing,  for  it  would  be  shewn  to  be  founded  in  error. 

Seeing  that  no  attempt  was  made  to  prove  what  we  must  suppose  the 
defendant  came  there  to  prove,  and  what  he  and  Mr.  James  Boulton 
must  have  had  every  means  of  knowing  and  proving,  if  Powell  had  in  open 
court  before  the  jury  retired  professed  his  entire  conviction  from  that 
omission  alone  that  the  money  must  be  justly  due  to  McLeod,  and  had 
paid  it  to  him  in  court,  I know  no  principle  or  authority  on  which  we 
could  deny  his  right  to  indemnity  from  this  defendant  under  the  bond. 
The  case  of  Duffield  v.  Scott  would  seem  to  give  him  that  right,  what- 
ever the  fact  might  be  as  to  Mr.  James  Boulton  having  actually  paid  the 
money  ; but,  at  least,  he  must  have  the  right  to  be  indemnified  until  his 
right  is  disproved  by  its  being  shewn  that  he  had  thus  voluntarily  paid  to 
McLeod  money  which  was  not  due  to  him. 

This  view  of  the  case,  confined  strictly  to  the  bond  and  condition  and 
to  the  pleadings  and  evidence  in  this  case,  appears  to  me,  upon  the  com- 
parison which  I have  made  of  it  with  that  of  Nash  v.  Palmer,  to  lead  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  jury  should  upon  the  trial  have  been  directed 
that  the  defendant  had  not  shewn  a wrongful  recovery  by  the  fraud  of 
Powell,  and  had  therefore  not  entitled  himself  to  a verdicL  But,  when 
it  is  considered  that  the  jury  were  in  fact  directed  in  the  defendant’s 
favour,  but  upon  their  own  view  of  the  merits,  and  negativing  any  fraud 
found  for  the  plantiff  (thereby  holding  the  defendant  to  his  indemnity), 
and  that  the  defendant  in  moving  for  a new  trial  has  not  placed  before 
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US  any  ground  for  supposing  that,  if  Poweli  had  done  or  said  nothing,  he 
could  have  defeated  McLeod’s  recovery,  and  has  not  shewn  that  the 
result  will  work  injustice,  I do  not  see  how  we  could,  with  any  propriety 
set  aside  this  verdict,  if  we  had  never  had  any  judicial  knowledge  of  the 
origin  and  subject  of  litigation  between  the  parties  beyond  this  cause. 
The  defendant  assumed  in  his  argument  that  a person  indemnified  by 
bond  against  the  action  or  claim  of  a particular  party,  is  by  law  bound  to 
abstain  from  doing  or  saying  anything  that  could  tend  to  advance  the 
success  of  the  claim  at  the  peril  of  losing  his  indemnity,  and  this  whether' 
the  claim  be  rightful  or  wrongful;  and  whether  the  person  indemnifying 
has  or  has  not  had  full  notice  of  the  claim  and  full  liberty  and  opportu- 
nity to  resist  it,  and  whether  he  has  or  has  not  any  ground  on  which  he 
could  resist  it.  I can  find  no  such  principle  anywhere  stated  ; but,  on 
the  contrary,  find  many  dicta  and  many  decided  cases  opposed  to  that 
view  of  the  law. — Smith  v.  Compton  {a). 

The  defendant’s  undertaking  here  to  save  harmless  against  all  actions 
and  claims,  and  to  discharge  all  damages  that  may  be  recovered,  is  un- 
qualified and  unconditional.  It  is  not  asserted  that  the  defendant  was 
led  to  give  this  undertaking  by  any  misrepresentation  ; there  is  therefore 
nothing  te  be  considered  on  that  point.  If  the  defendant  had  shewn  that 
Powell,  being  sued  after  he  had  received  the  indemnity,  had  unnecessarily 
yielded  td"'a  claim  of  McLeod’s,  which  was  not  well  founded,  without 
giving  to  this  defendant  an  opportunity  to  resist  it ; and  that  the  defen- 
dant, having  no  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  claim,  had  by  no  fault  of  his 
lost  the  opportunity  of  making  a successful  defence  ; or,  if  he  had  shewn 
that,  having  timely  knowledge  of  the  claim,  and  being  prepared  and  able 
to  resist  it  by  a defence  which  was  entitled  to  succeed,  he  had  by  any 
interference  of  Powell  been  prevented  from  proving  his  defence,  and  that 
. McLeod  had  in  consequence  recovered  what  was  not  due  to  him ; either 
of  these  facts  being  shewn  would  probably  have  barred  the  plaintiff’s 
claim  to  damages  under  his  indemnity  bond. 

But  the  defendant  relies  upon  a sort  of  half  defence,  which  he  has  not 
shewn  and  which  I cannct  find  to  be  sustained  by  any  authority  or  prece- 
dent ; he  expects  the  court  to  rule,  that  if  Powell  by  his  own  admissions 
or  conduct  enabled  McLeod  to  recover,  he  has  no  right  to  be  indemnified, 
whether  McLeod  was  entitled  to  the  money  or  not.  That  would  be 
engrafting  a new  condition  on  the  defendant’s  undertaking;  but  we  are 
not  at  liberty  to  deal  thus  with  contracts  under  seal.  In  Nash  v.  Palmer, 
where  the  defendant  pleaded^  that  he  executed  the  bond  confiding  in  the 
plaintiff’s  assurance  that  appearance  had  been  entered  and  a plea  pleaded 
in  the  ejectment,  which  representation  was  untrue,  the  court  say  of  that 
defence,that  it  did  not  appear  by  the  plea  “that  the  defendant  had  executed 
“the  bond  upon  a condition  that  the  representation  in  question  was  true.” 
It  may  be  said  with  as  much  truth,  that  the  defendant  in  this  case  is  not 
shewn  to  have  given  his  indemnity  upon  the  condition  that  Powell  should 
admit  nothing  and  do  nothing  in  favour  of  McLeod’s  claim,  whether  it  was 
just  or  unjust ; on  the  contrary,  it  is  clear  that  he  might  have  paid  the 
whole  sum  the  moment  it  was  claimed,  and  might  still  claim  the  benefit 
of  his  indemnitv. 
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The  defendant  has  l )oimd  himself  to  keep  the  plaintifip  harmless  against 
all  actions  and  demands  of  McLeod  on  account  of  the  money  claimed  by 
McLeod  to  have  been  paid  for  him,  or  to  pay  whatever  damages  McLeod 
may  recover. 

This  is  an  unqualified  peremptory  undertaking.  From  the  moment 
Powell  received  it  he  was  at  liberty,  as  the  court  say  in  iN'ash  v.  Palmer, 
to  ^'■rtmain  passive  for  it  rested  with  the  defendant,  at  his  peril  to  take 
notice  of  any  claim  or  action  of  McLeod's,  and  to  oppose  it,  successfully  if 
he  could,  and  if  he  could  not,  to  abide  the  consequences  and  pay  all  dam- 
ages. The  defendant  contends,  that  as  Powell  was  at  liberty  to  have 
remained  passive  and  leave  the  defence  and  all  its  consequences  to  him, 
so  he  was  hound  to  remain  passive,  and  that  unless  he  remains  passive  he 
must  lose  his  indemnity;  but  he  shews  us  no  such  principle  laid  down  in 
any  text  writer,  nor  established  by  any  ad j udged  case,  and  I can  find 
none.  The  moment  a claim  was  advanced  by  McLeod,  either  by  action 
or  otherwise,  if  that  occasioned  any  pecuniary  damage  or  any  inconveni- 
ence to  Powell,  the  condition  of  the  bond  was  broken,  and  Powell  was 
clearly  entitled  to  recover  on  the  bond,  leaving  the  quantum  of  damage 
to  be  assessed  by  the  jury.  When  the  action  was  brought  there  was  a 
clear  breach, unless  the  defendant  saved  him  harmless;  because  that  would 
of  course  occasion  some  pecuniary  damage. 

The  bond  was  therefore  broken  long  before  anything  took  place  on 
which  the  defandant  relies  as  his  protection;  for  the  admissions  he  com- 
plains of  as  being  made  by  Powell  to  his  prejudice,  was  just  on  the  eve 
of  the  trial  of  McLeod's  action.  Then  the  defendant,  when  the  action 
was  brought,  was  bound  by  his  express  undertaking  to  do  one  of  two* 
things  : either  first,  to  prevent  McLeod  from  recovering  in  the  action,  or 
secondly,  if  he  did  recover,  to  pay  all  damages.  He  has  done  neither  one 
nor  the  other.  He  made  no  defence  at  the  trial,  but  allowed  McLeod  to 
recover,  and  has  failed  to  pay  the  damages.  When  he  is  called  on  to 
save  Powell  harmless  according  to  his  undertaking,  he  does  not  deny  his 
undertaking,  nor  that  McLeod  hasrecovered  judgment  against  Powell,  nor 
that  the  defendant  has  failed  in  discharging  that  judgment;  nor  does  he 
assert  in  terms  that  McLeod  recovered  by  the  judgment  any  sum  that 
was  not  really  due  to  him.  But  he  pleads  that  he  recovered  by  the  fraud, 
covin, voluntary  act  and  wrong  of  Powell, and  hy  his  own  means  and  through 
his  own  default.  This  is  all  denied  by  the  plaintiff;  aad  the'  defendant 
must  prove,  not  all  of  this,  but  as  much  of  it  as  would  constitute  a valid 
defence.  How  what  has  he  in  fact  proved  ? That  McLeod  recovered 
by  “the  means”  and  “voluntary  act  of  Powell, through  his  own  default f 
the  defendant.  I suppose,  considered  to  be  clearly  made  out  by  the  fact 
shewn,  that  the  verdict  proceeded  wholly  on  admissions  made  by  Powell; 
but  as  to  default,  the  language  of  the  court  in  Hash  V.  Palmer,  and  the 
facts  and  decisions  of  that  case,  clearly  shew  that  no  default  made  by 
Powell  could  excuse  the  defendant  from  paying,  because  the  defence  was 
to  be  made  by  the  defendant  himself ; he  was  at  his  peril  to  ward  off  the 
action,  and  so  much  so,  that  even  if  Powell  had  lulled  the  defendant  into 
a false  security  by  telling  him  that  he,  Powell,  had  pleaded  a proper  de- 
fence to  the  action,  when  he  had  in  truth  pleaded  none,  but  had  suf- 
fered judgment  by  default,  that  would  not  have  saved  the  defendant  from 
paying,  unless  it  was  done  fraudulently,  and  unless  it  could  be  shewn  that 


POWELL  V,  BOULTON. 


515 


in  consequence  an  unjust  judgment  had  been  obtained  ; and  further,  that 
unless  the  fraud  had  been  practised  the  defendant  had  the  means  to  pre- 
vent the  recovery  ; and  he  must  have  shewn  what  those  means  were. 
This  applies  to  the  charge  of  the  recovery  being  through  Powell’s  default. 

Then  as  to  its  being  by  “ his  voluntary  act  and  means'^ : that  alone  can 
be  no  defence,  unless  the  recovery  so  suffered  by  his  acts  and  means  was 
wrongful  j and  unless  the  defendant  had  by  the  conduct  of  Powell,  lost 
the  oportunity  of  preventing  it. 

If  this  were  not  so,  then  a person  indemnified  would  be  always  bound 
to  resist  to  the  utmost  the  claim  made  against  him,  however  just;  and 
would  as  a matter  of  course  lose  his  indemnity  when  he  paid  the  money 
without  legal  compulsion.  But  this  is  clearly  not  the  principle  in  such 
cases.  Powell  might  have  gone  much  further  than  admitting  the  debt ; 
when  the  action  was  brought  against  him,  he  might  at  once  have  paid  it 
and  then  turned  to  this  defendant  and  claimed  to  be  indemnified ; that  is 
quite  clear,  and  the  defendant  must  have  paid  it,  unless  he  could  have 
shewn  that  Powell  had  unnecessarily  paid  McLeod  money  which  was  not 
due  to  him.  This  would  be  paying  money  in  his  own  wrong,  and  this  is 
the  substance  of  the  defence  on  this  record  ; or  rather,  the  defence  is  not 
that  Powell  in  his  own  wrong  paid  money  which  was  not  due,  but  that 
“ in  his  own  wrong  he  enabled  McLeod  to  recover  against  him  money  which 

was  not  due^  “ In  his  own  wrong”  here  means,  as  I consider,  wrong- 
fully, or  without  just  cause  ; that  is  knowingly  and  not  ignorantly,  wil- 
lingly and  not  by  compulsion. 

This  was  the  substance  of  the  defence  which  the  defendant  undertook 
to  make  out  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury  ; for  nothing  else  would  have 
availed  him.  The  jury  found  on  this  issue  against  him.  He  insists  that 
they  ought  to  have  found  for  him,  and  admits  at  the  same  time  that  his 
case  was  not  prejudiced  by  any  misdirection. 

But  first,  how  did  the  defendant  shew  that  McLeod  had  recovered 
judgment  for  money  that  was  not  due  to  him  ? The  defendant  made  no 
defence  whatever  upon  that  point,  either  in  the  trial  of  McLeod  v.  Powell, 
or  on  the  trial  of  this  cause ; that  is,  he  called  no  witnesses,  produced  no 
evidence ; and  in  the  last  trial  he  relied  solely  on  the  ground  that  the 
jury  must  inevitably  come  to  a conclusion  in  his  favour,  in  consequence 
of  what  Powell  was  shewn  to  have  said  and  done  after  he  had  received 
the  indemnity  ; assuming  that  because  the  jury,  on  the  trial  of  McLeod 
v;  Powell,  found  for  the  plaintiff,  it  must  be  taken  always  afterward,  and 
for  all  purposes,  that  Powell  did  say  and  do  what  the  witnesses  in  that 
trial  swore  he  did.  But  where  is  the  proof  that  the  sum  for  which 
McLeod  recovered  was  not  really  due  to  him  1 From  all  that  passed  on 
the  first  trial,  we  might  conclude  that  it  was.  Powell  was  proved  to  have 
acknowledged  that  McLeod  had  paid  up  the  executions,  and  that  if  Mr. 
Boulton  had  not  paid  over  to  McLeod  the  money  borrowed  from  Buffer, 
he,  Powell,  must  of  course  be  liable  to  repay  McLeod.  Mr.  James 
Boulton,  who  must  have  known  how  this  was,  sits  by  and  hears  the  admis- 
sion of  Powell  given  in  evidence,  but  though  for  all  that  appears  he  could 
have  disproved  anything  that  was  false  in  it,  he  makes  no  attempt  to  do 
so.  This  defendant,  who  was  bound  to  stand  between  Powell  and  this 
claim,  offers  no  evidence  of  any  kind  to  repel  the  demand.  The  jury 
having  the  admission  of  the  nominal  defendant  on  the  record  in  favour  of 
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McLeod’s  right,  and  no  evidence  from  the  real  defendant  to  prove  the 
fact  to  he  otherwise,  found  as  they  could  not  hut  do  under  such  circum- 
stances. 

Up  to  this  point  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  McLeod  was  urging  a 
groundless  claim.  Then  what  was  the  evidence  upon  that  part  of  the 
defence  on  this  last  trial  ? only  the  additional  evidence  of  the  affidavit  of 
Powell  himself  made  in  McLeod’s  case ; and  made,  as  it  will  not  be  denied, 
at  the  instance  of  Mr.  James  Boulton  and  his  defendant.  As  this  was 
put  forward  for  the  very  purpose  of  obtaining  a new  trial  in  McLeod  v. 
Powell,  it  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  it  was  meant  to  be  otherwise  than 
a denial  that  Powell  had  made  or  could  have  made  any  such  admissions 
as  were  sworn  to  at  the  trial ; though  the  affidavit  is  not  so  framed  as  to 
contain  an  express  denial  of  those  conversations.  Yet  how  does  it  prove 
that  McLeod  had  recovered  what  was  not  due  to  him  1 It  shews  that 
Powell  had  sworn  since  the  recovery  that  he  was  convinced,  from  a receipt 
which  he  had  seen  in  McLeod’s  writing  and  in  Long’s  possession,  that 
Mr.  Boulton  had  paid  the  money  over.  Did  he  mean  at  the  same  time 
to  swear  that,  and  to  admit  that  he  had  told  McLeod  and  others  the  con- 
trary 1 And  if  when  this  affidavit  was  put  before  him  to  be  sworn  to, 
for  the  purpose  of  assisting  the  now  defendant  or  Mr.  James  Boulton  to 
obtain  a new  trial,  he  had  been  made  aware  that  it  would  be  turned 
against  him  as  the  means  of  depriving  him  of  all  recourse  upon  his  indem- 
nity, must  we  not  believe  that  he  would  have  been  careful  to  have 
explained  any  apparent  inconsistency,  by  expressing  clearly  what  did  take 
place  in  the  alleged  conversation  with  Young  and  Gardner,  as  he  did  in 
regard  to  the  alleged  conversation  with  Stocking?  It  does,  I confess, 
seem  to  me  hard,  considering  under  what  circumstances  and  for  what 
purpose  the  indemnity  was  given,  to  endeavour  to  make  this  use  of  the 
affidavit  in  question.  But  after  all,  what  can  it  be  justly  said  to  establish 
more  than  this,  that  Powell,  if  he  did  make  the  admissions  in  October, 
1843,  which  Young  and  Gardner  proved,  that  he  was  convinced  McLeod 
had  not  been  paid  by  Mr.  James  Boulton,  made  them  notwithstanding 
the  impression  really  on  his  mind  was  that  he  had  been  paid.  That 
would  be  dishonest  and  disingenuous  certainly,  but  still  it  would  not 
establish  the  fact  one  way  or  the  other  upon  which  this  case  must  turn 
as  the  case  of  McLeod  v.  Powell  turned,  namely,  the  fact  of  Mr.  James 
Boulton  having  in  reality  paid  over  the  money.  This  affidavit  too,  on 
which  the  defendant  so  entirely  relies,  disclosed  the  grounds  on  which 
Powell  had  formed  his  opinion  in  respect  to  a matter  which,  for  all  that 
appears,  he  could  not  know,  but  which  Mr.  James  Boulton  must  have 
known.  Powell  swears  that  he  believes  that  Mr,  James  Boulton  must 
have  paid  over  the  money,  considering  the  terms  of  a receipt  which  he 
had  lately  seen  in  Long’s  hands.  We  know  how  this  matter  of  the  receipt 
has  been  explained,  and,  as  I think,  naturally  and  satisfactorily,  in  other 
proceedings  before  this  court ; and  at  all  events,  as  the  affidavit  shewed 
the  grounds  on  which  Powell’s  conviction  rested,  nothing  could  be  easier 
than  to  bring  those  grounds  before  the  jury  by  producing  the  receipt  or 
giving  evidence  of  its  contents,  or  which  would  have  been  more  satisfac- 
tory, by  shewing  in  any  way  that  Mr.  James  Boulton  had  in  fact  paid 
the  money.  The  question  was  not  what  Powell  thought  or  believed,  but 
what  Mr.  James  Boulton  had  done.  Pow  ell  could  not  prove  that  heffiad 


POWELL  V.  BOULTON.  517 

not  paid  ; he  we  must  presume,  could  prove  it  if  he  had  paid  ; for,  in  order 
that  he  might  be  able  to  save  himself  by  proving  it,  he  gave  this  indemnity. 
All  the  defendant  can^iiow  say  is,  that  Powell  s admissions  to  Young 
niid  Gardner  placed  him  under  a disadvantage,  because  they  gave  him 
something  to  repel ; he  cannot  say  they  prevented  his  showing  the  truth. 
I^or  do  I .see  that  we  can,  upon  any  principle  of  pleading  or  evidence, 
hold  the  obligor  in  the  indemnity  bond  released  from  his  undertaking 
to  save  the  plaintiff  harmless  against  McLeod’s  action  by  anything  that 
was  shewn  on  the  trial  of  this  cause. 

Macaulay,  J. — I had  not  the  advantage  of  hearing  the  first  argument 
of  this  case,  and  have  felt  much  difficulty  in  forming  an  opinion  upon  it, 
embarrassed,  perhaps,  by  the  circumstance,  that  neither  the  bond  nor  the 
. evidence  shews  any  distinct  interest  of  the  defendant  in  the  subject-matter 
mentioned  in  the  condition.  But  upon  reflection,  lam  satisfied  the  bond 
is  not  to  be  regarded  as  that  of  a perfect  stranger.  We  should  rather,  I 
apprehend,  presume  that  the  defendant,  in  giving  the  bond,  had  a suffi- 
cient interest  to  warrant  his  interposing  between  McLeod  and  the  plaintiff 
on  the  one  hand,  and  Mr.  James  Boulton  on  the  other.  Such  interest  I 
also  infer  to  have  been  on  behalf  of  Mr.  James  Boulton,  from  the  circum- 
stances in  evidence,  the  contents  of  the  condition,  and  the  absence  of 
any  proof  or  suggestion  of  any  other  inducement  or  consideration  than 
the  plaintiff’s  withdrawing  the  suit  which  McLeod  had  instituted  in  his 
name  against  Mr.  James  Boulton,  and  in  which  a large  verdict  had  been 
recovered.  It  consequently  follows  that  this  case  should  be  viewed  and 
disposed  of  as  if  Mr.  James  Boulton  bad  joined  in  the  bond,  and  was  the 
defendant.  This  may  tend  to  simplify  its  consideration  (because  his 
interest  is  direct  and  apparent)  without  prejudicing  the  strict  legal  rights 
of  the  defendant,  whom  I look  upon  not  as  a mere  stranger  or  surety, 
but  in  the  nature  of  a principal  substituted  in  the  place  of  Mr.  James 
Boulton.  There  is  no  imputation  of  deceit,  misrepresentation,  conceal- 
ment or  fraud  on  the  plaintiff’s  part,  in  obtaining  the  bond  ; and  it  is  there- 
fore to  be  intended  that  the  defendant  was,  or  upon  due  inquiry  might 
have  been,  in  possession  of  the  real  facts  and  merits  of  the  claims  or 
demands  ment’oned  in  the  condition  of  his  bond,  as  fully  as  the  same  were 
known  either  to  the  plaintiff  or  Mr.  James  Boulton.  Now  we  know  that 
at  the  time  this  bond  was  given,  the  plaintiff,  in  a suit  brought  by  McLeod 
in  his  name  against  Mr.  James  Boulton,  had  obtained  a large  verdict, 
and  that  pending  an  application  for  a new  trial  in  that  case,  the  plaintiff’s 
attorney  was  changed, and  the  suit  withdrawn  on  the  faith  of  this  indemnity, 
for  reasons  assigned  in  the  plaintiff’s  affidavit  of  the  8th  Nov.  1842. 

Such  being  the  circumstances  under  which  the  bond  was  given,  the 
condition  was  that  the  obligor  should  in  all  things  and  at  all  times  save 
the  plaintiff  harmless,  first,  from  all  demands  ; secondly,  from  all  suits 
in  law  or  equity,  &c.;  should,  thirdly,  find  bail  in  case  of  the  plaintiff’s 
arrest  by  McLeod  or  any  other  party ; fourthly,  well  and  truly  discharge 
all  damages,  costs  and  charges  recovered  in  law  or  equity,  without  damage 
or  prejudice  to  the  plaintiff regarding  a certain  sum  of  money  stated  to 
have  been  advanced  by  one  Geo.  W.  Buller  to  the  said  plaintiff  through 
the  agency  of  one  James  Boulton,  and  which  said  sum  of  money  was  also 
claimed  to  have  been  paid  to  the  said  plaintiff  by  and  on  account  of  one 
Alex.  McLeod,  and  to  be  then  due  and  owing  to  him.  I do  not  consider 
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the  terms  “demands”  or  “suits”  as  both  meaning  one  and  the  same  thing, 
hut  as  distinct  in  themselves  ; a demand  being  one  thing,  and  a suit  to 
enforce  such  demand  another  thing.  The  condition  of  the  bond  does  not 
admit  the  existence  of  any  demand, hvX  of  claims  only  ; still,  if  any  demand 
did  really  exist  in  favour  of  any  party  mentioned  in  the  condition,  for  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  said  sum  of  money  therein  mentioned,  and  the 
same  was  justly  and  truly  due  and  payable  by  the  plaintiff  to  such  party, 
it  was,  I think,  the  duty  of  the  obligor,  by  payment  or  release,  &c.,  to 
have  exonerated  the  plaintiff  therefrom,  and  saved  him  harmless  from  such 
demand ; and  that,,  failing  to  do  so,  it  would  be  competent  to  the  plaintiff 
to  satisfy  the  amount,  and  then  to  obtain  reimbursement  under  the  indem- 
nity, As,  for  example,  had  Mr.  Buffer  made  a demand  upon  or  brought  an 
action  against  the  plaintiff,  and  there  was  no  disputing  the  facts  that  he 
had  advanced  the  money  to  the  plaintiff  through  the  agency  of  Mr.  James 
Boulton,  and  had  not  been  repaid,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  defendant 
to  pay  the  debt,  and  not  to  contest  a rightful  demand  ; and  if  he  did  not, 
it  was  not  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  permit  him  to  set  Mr.  Buffer 
at  defiance,  and  to  defend  his  suit  by  pleading  pleas  in  bar  in  the  plaintiff’s 
name,  not  well  founded  in  truth  ; but  it  was  open  to  the  plaintiff,  in 
default  of  the  obligor’s  discharging  the  demand,  to  pay  the  debt  and  then 
to  take  recourse  against  the  defendant  for  indemnity  under  the  bond.  So, 
if  McLeod  or  any  other  party  justly  and  truly  entitled,  had  made  a demand 
upon  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  would  be  bound  to  anticipate  and  pre- 
vent any  such  demand,  or  he  would  not  fulfil  the  condition  of  his  bond. 
In  support  of  this  view,  I would  refer  to  the  following  cases  and 
authorities. — Broughton’s  case,  5 Coke,  24 ; Cro.  El.  99,  264  ; 1 Vent. 
36,  77;  3 Bui.  233  ; Cro.  Jac.  340,  281  ; Carth.  374  ; 1 Burr.  574 ; 
1 Lev.  71. 

In  some  of  the  cases  which  I have  cited,  the  existence  of  the  demand  is 
adraffted  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  of  indemnity,  while  here  it  is  not 
so,  but  only  mentioned  as  a claim.  The  principles  of  those  cases,  how- 
ever, seem  to  me  equally  to  apply  when  the  fact  of  the  claim  really 
existing  is  established.  The  above,  however,  is  not  the  present  case  : 
here  a claim  was  made  by  McLeod  not  admitted  on  the  face  of  the  con- 
dition to  be  well  founded,  and  such  claim  not  being  satisfied,  a suit  was 
brought  by  him  against  the  plaintiff,  of  which  the  defendant  apparently 
had  or  took  notice,  and  against  which  he  was  under  the  second  and 
fourth  heads  of  the  condition  bound  to  save  him  harmless.  It  is  not 
denied  that  the  defendant  did  save  the  plaintiff  harmless  from  all  costs 
and  charges  up  to  the  time  of  the  trial,  or  that  he  defended  the  suit, 
having  pleaded,  as  I understand,  the  general  issue  under  the  (4d  rules  to 
an  action  for  money  paid,  &c.,  and  thereby  in  the  first  place  putting 
McLeod  to  the  proof  that  he  had  paid  the  money  claimed,  to  or  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  likewise  reserving  to  himself  the  opportunity  of  rebutting 
any  prima  facie  case  that  McLeod  might  prove  by  shewing  that  he  had 
been  reimbursed.  McLeod’s  cause  being  thus  at  issue  and  ready  for 
trial,  the  plaintiff  made  th ) admission  afterwards  proved  in  evidence,  and 
McLeod  recovered  a verdict,  judgment  and  execution  against  him.  In 
consequence  thereof  the  plaintiff  has  instituted  the  present  action  upon 
the  defendant’s  bond.  The  pleadings,  I apprehend,  are  not  quite  cor- 
rectly drawn,  but  as  they  are  the  plaintiff'  declares  on  the  bond  alone 
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The  defendant  craves  oyer  of  the  condition,  and  pleads  that  to  whatever 
extent  he  was  damnified  it  was  by  the  plaintiff’s  own  wrong, &c.  The  repli- 
cation,by  way  of  answer  and  breaches,  states  McLeod’s  suitagainst  plaintiff, 
the  judgment  and  execution  for  229?.  Os.  \ ld.  The  rejoinder  alleges  such 
judgment  to  have  been  recovered  by  the  plaintiffs  fraud  and  wrong 
(meaning  of  course  as  between  defendant  and  plaintiff).  The  surre- 
joinder denies  this,  and  takes  issue  traversing  the  rejoinder  in  disjunctive 
terms  ; but  in  my  opinion  the ‘issue  can  only  be  divided  into  two  material 
branches,  viz,,  fraud  and  wrong  ; because  I think  if  fraud  and  wrong  were 
rejected  and  the  verdict  only  found  that  the  judgment  was  recovered  by 
the  plaintiff’s  voluntary  act  or  default,  it  would  be  insufficient,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  would  in  that  event  be  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante. 
The  material  parts  of  the  issue  seem  to  me  to  include  the  assertion  that 
the  judgment  in  itself  is  (as  against  the  defendant)  fraudulent  or  wrongful, 
and  not  only  so,  but  that  it  is  so  fraudulent,  or  wrongful,  by  reason  of  the 
plaintiff’s  fraud  or  wrong,  and  if  the  defendant  could  establish  either  the 
imputed  fraud  or  wrong  in  relation  to  both  the  judgment  and  the  plain- 
tiff, it  would  be  a good  defence. 

Upon  the  pleadings  no  specific  or  definite  facts  are  put  in  issue  ; 
all  rests  in  general  allegation,  leaving  the  whole  facts  and  circumstances 
of  the  case  relied  upon  as  constituting  fraud  or  wrong  to  be  disclosed 
in  evidence  ; and  the  consequence  is,  the  court  cannot  see  what  the 
jury  believed  or  disbelieved  in  finding  the  verdict  rendered  ; nor  were 
the  facts  of  the  case  left  to  them  in  detail.  But  the  charge  of  the 
learned  judge  being  emphatically  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  upon  very 
broad  grounds,  it  has  not  been  objected  to,  and  a new  trial  is  moved 
because  the  verdict  was  not  in  accordance  with  such  charge,  and  as 
being  contrary  to  law  and  evidence.  Had  the  facts  offered  in  evidence 
being  developed  in  the  pleadings,  in  the  fraud  or  wrong  being  specially 
set  forth,  it  would  have  been  stated  ; first,  that  shortly  before  the  trial  of 
McLeod’s  suit  against  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  collusively  and  wrongfully 
admitted  that  McLeod  had  paid  the  money,  and  that  the  plaintiff  owed 
him  <£200.  Secondly,  that  although  he  at  the  time  felt  satished  that 
McLeod  had  been  reimbursed  (as  admitted  in  his  affidavit  of  the  8th 
Uov.  1842),  yet  he  did  not  add  such  his  conviction  to  the  above  admis- 
sion as  he  ought  to  have  done,  suppressing  what  ho  believed  to  be 
the  truth,  and  on  the  contrary,' asserting  what  he  may  have  felt  to  be 
false  and  untrue,  namely,  that  Mr.  James  Boulton  had  never  paid  McLeod, 
and  that  he  knew  it.  Had  such  matter  been  specially  pleade  i,  the  plain- 
tiff might  have  answered  by  denying  or  by  confessing  and  avoiding  the 
whole  or  any  part.  Hirst,  he  might  deny  admitting  that  McLeod  had 
paid  the  money  and  that  he  owed  him  £200,  or,  confessing  it,  plead  that 
it  was  true.  Secondly,  he  might  plead  that  he  did  qualify  the  admission 
so  represented  in  his -affidavit  of  8th  November,  or  that  he  did  state  his 
convictions  to  the  full  extent  of  his  belief  as  alleged  therein ; or  that  he 
omitted  it  inadvertently  from  forgetfulness,  or  that  it  was  untrue,  or  that 
he  did  not  believe  it,  and  therefore  suppressed  it.  Thirdly,  he  might 
deny  having  alleged  his  belief  to  the  contrary,  as  stated  by  Mr.  Young, 
or,  confessing  it,  rely  upon  its  truth  ; or  if  not  true,  allege  that  the  defen- 
dant might  and  ought  to  have  proved  it  as  a defence  at  the  trial j which 
he  did  not  do.  If  the  matter  pleaded  by  the  plaintiff  by  way  of  reply^ 
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was  by  the  defendant  deemed  insufficient  in  law,  he  would  of  course, 
demur.  If,  on  the  contrary,  he  took  issue  the  onus  probandi  would  be 
on  the  party  alleging  the  affirmative  matter  out  of  which  the  issue  was 
raised.  But  as  the  pleadings  are,  every  material  fact  advanced  by  the 
defendant  to  establish  the  fraud  or  wrong,  may  be  met,  rebutted,  explained, 
reconciled  or  justified  by  the  plaintiff,  so  far  as  in  fact  or  law  it  may  be 
competent  to  him  to  do  so. 

Then  as  to  the  first  point,  it  is  not  denied  that  the  plaintiff 
admitted  to  McLeod  that  he  had  paid  the  money,  and  that  he  owed 
him  £200,  except  that  the  plaintiff  in  his  affidavit  says  he  only 
admitted  it  submodo  ; that  is,  if  he,  McLeod,  had  not  received  it 
again.  The  plaintiff  meets  this  part  of  the  defence  by  alleging  that  what 
he  admitted  is  true.  The  question  of  fact  then  is,  whether  it  was  true, 
and  if  so,  the  question  of  law  is,  whether  it  was  notwithstanding  fraudu- 
lent or  wrongful  in  the  plaintiff  to  admit  it  at  the  time  he  did.  As  to 
the  fact  of  truth,  it  was  not  distinctly  left  to  the  jury  j if  it  had  been,  the 
evidence  warranted  their  finding  that  it  was  true,  and  upon  the  present 
verdict  we  must,  I suppose,  infer  that  they  so  found  or  would  have  so 
found  it  if  left  to  them.  At  all  events  I do  not  think  the  verdict  for 
plaintiff  as  to  this  point  against  evidence. 

The  facts  and  circumstances  in  evidence  touching  this  point  were, 
that  McLeod  had  instituted  an  action  in  the  plaintiff’s  name  against 
Mr.  James  Boulton  ; that  a verdict  was  rendered  for  £352  ; that 
a new  trial  was  applied  for,  pending  which  application,  this  bond  was 
given  to  save  the  plaintiff  harmless  from  all  demands  or  claims  of 
McLeod,  &c.,  the  plaintiff’s  attorney  changed,  the  suit  withdrawn,  and 
McLeod,  so  far  hs  he  had  any  claim  or  interest  in  the  premises,  frus- 
trated ; that  the  condition  of  the  bond  admits  that  McLeod  claimed 
to  have  paid  the  sum  of  money  therein  referred  to,  for  or  on  account 
of  plaintiff,  and  that  it  was  due  and  owing  to  him  ; and  that  after  the 
trial  of  McLeod’s  suit  against  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  in  an  affidavit  made 
for  the  purpose  of  moving  for  a new  trial,  sworn  to  the  8th  November, 
1842,  states  that  he  did  admit  before  the  trial,  that  he,  the  plaintiff, 
had  got  the  money  in  question,  and  that  if  he,  McLeod,  had  not 
received  it,  he  owed  him  the  amount,  also  that  he  felt  satisfied  then, 
and  when  he  made  the  affidavit,  that  McLeod  had  received  the  amount, 
as  he  saw  a receipt  in  the  possession  of  one  Long  some  months  before 
signed  by  himself,  the  plaintiff,  the  body  of  which  was  in  McLeod’s  hand- 
writing, and  which  receipt  stated  that  he,  McLeod,  had  received  the  sum 
in  question  from  James  Boulton  ; and  that  it  was  upon  seeing  the  same 
receipt,  that  he  determined  to  withdraw  the  suit  instituted  by  McLeod  in 
his  name,  conceiving  it  to  be  grossly  unjust  to  enforce  a verdict  rendered 
in  his  favour,  when  it  was  evident  to  him  that  he  had  been  deceived  and 
misled  b}''  McLeod,  &c.  This  affidavit  clearly  shows  that  McLeod  claim- 
ed an  interest  in  the  suit  withdrawn,  and  together  with  the  verdict  in  his 
suit  against  plaintiff,  likewise  shows  the  amount  of  such  claim.  This 
affidavit  must  have  been  made  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant  if  he  pur- 
sued the  dispute  after  the  trial,  for  the  purpose  of  moving  a new  trial, 
and  the  application  for  a new  trial  may  have  failed,  because  the  repayment 
of  McLeod  ought  to  have  been  proved  at  the  trial.  And  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  defendant  abandoned  the  defence  at  the  trial,  or  failed  to 
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prove  the  reimbursement  of  McLeod,  except  from  want  of  preparation  and 
proof  in  that  behalf,  ISTow  this  affidavit  having  been  adduced  at  the  trial 
of  the  present  case  as  evidence  against  the  plaintiff,  must  be  taken  all 
together,  and  he  is  as  well  entitled  to  have  it  received  as  evidence  for  him, 
as  the  defendant  is  to  use  it  against  him.  Upon  the  whole  evidence,  the 
only  reasonable  inference  is,  that  it  was  true  that  McLeod  had  paid  the 
money  to  or  on  account  of  the  plaintiff;  and  if  so  I do  not  see  that  the 
plaintiff  was  under  any  implied  legal  or  moral  obligation  to  deny  it,  or  to 
refrain  from  admitting  it.  If  the  fact  was  so,  and  there  was  no  other 
defence,  it  was  the  defendant’s  duty  to  have  satisfied  McLeod  and  pre- 
vented the  suit ; and  not  having  done  so,  I do  not  see  that  this  plaintiff 
was  bound  to  permit  the  present  defendant  to  defend  a suit  in  his  name 
except  on  the  merits.  A plea  denying  that  McLeod  had  paid  the  money, 
would  be  a false  one,  and  the  plaintiff  was  under  no  obligation  passively 
to  insure  the  defendant  the  benefit  of  it.  If  what  he  admitted  was  true, 
and  there  was  no  defence,  the  judgment  was  not  wrong  or  fraudulent,  but 
just  and  right,  nor  was  the  plaintiff’s  conduct  fraudulent  or  wrongful.  It 
is  true,  that  having  admitted  his  liability  before  the  trial,  he  in  doing  so 
took  upon  himself  the  onus  of  proving,  as  against  the  defendant,  that  it 
v/as  true,  as  he  would  equally  have  done  had  lie  paid  McLeod  the  money 
or  confessed  judgment;  but  the  evidence  shewing  that  it  was  true,  the 
admission  cannot  invalidate  his  indemnity,  because  the  facts  not  only 
repel  the  imputed  fraud  or  wrong,  but  shew  that  it  was  the  defendant’s 
duty  to  have  saved  him  from  any  suit  at  all.  It  has  occurred  to  me, 
wLether  the  condition  of  the  bond  does  not  she  w that  a defence  of  any 
suit  brought  against  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  open  to  the  defendant,  and  if  so, 
whether  it  did  not  involve  an  implied  undertaking  on  the  j)laintiff’s  part 
not  to  interfere  so  as  to  prevent  or  prejudice  such  defence.  If  so 
intended,  it  is  by  no  means  distinctly  expressed  ; and  if  to  be  inferred,  it 
can  only  be  inferred  that  the  defendant  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  defend  any 
suit  or  suits  on  the  merits  in  fact  or  in  law,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
to  refrain  from  prejudicing  or  compromising  any  such  defence.  The  next 
consideration  is,  whether  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff  suppressing  what  he 
felt  satisfied  to  be  the  truth,  or  asserting  what  he  felt  satisfied  was  false 
in  relation  to  McLeod’s  reimbursement,  the  recovery  is  shewn  to  be 
wrongful  or  fraudulent.  The  opinion  of  the  jury  as  to  what  the  plaintiff 
in  fact  did  or  did  not  suppress  or  say,  that  point  not  being  specifically 
left  to  them,  can  only  be  inferred  from  their  general  finding  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff.  The  evidence  does  not  go  the  extent  of  shewing  that 
McLeod  had  no  means  of  proving  or  was  not  prepared  to  prove  a prim  a 
facie  case  apart  from  the  plaintiff’s  admissions,  for  I certainly  think  the 
evidence  of  Mr.  Morrison  was  admissible  to  prove  whatever  Powell  had 
told  him  on  the  subject  of  McLeod’s  claim  in  McLeod’s  presence,  if  he 
had  told  him  anything  material  to  support  McLeod’s  case.  At  all  events 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  knew  or  supposed  that  McLeod  was 
unprepared  with  evidence,  and  therefore  made  the  admission  to  supply 
proof.  I look  upon  his  conversation  rather  as  casual,  incautious  and 
indiscreet,  than  as  premeditated,  collusive  and  fraudulent.  Upon  the 
whole  evidence  it  was  for  the  jury  to  decide  what  in  their  belief  really 
occurred  at  the  conversation  with  McLeod.  They  had  before  them  the 
evidence  of  Stocking,  Gardner  and  Young,  as  given  upon  the  trial  of 
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McLeod’s  case  against  the  plaintiff,  and  also  the  plaintiff’s  affidavit  sub- 
sequently made.  This  affidavit  is  of  course  evidence  against  the  plaintiff, 
but  it  may  be  quite  as  good  evidence  for  him  as  against  him;  and  under 
the  circumstances  it  is  calculated  to  operate  in  his  favour  and  against  de- 
fendant, on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  must  have  impliedly  acquiesced 
in  its  correctness,  considering  that  he  was  defending  the  plaintiff  against 
McLeod’s  suit  under  his  obligation  to  indemnify  him,  and  used  it  in  his 
behalf.  There  is  an  inconsistency  in  the  defendant’s  using  this  affidavit 
in  the  plaintiffs  favour  in  support  of  an  application  for  a new  trial, 
and  against  him  afterwards  to  prove  his  turpitude  and  wrong.  But  inde- 
pendent of  any  such  consideration  the  affidavit  does  not  admit  a suppres- 
sion of  the  truth,  or  the  assertion  of  a falsehood  j it  acknowledges  the 
admission  that  McLeod  had  paid  the  money,  but  only  sub  modo  ; alleg- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  only  admitted  owing  him  the  200^.  if  he  had  not 
been  repaid ; and  although  not  clearly  worded,  I understand  him  to  go 
on  to  say,  that  he  also  stated  that  he  felt  satisfied  he,  McLeod,  had 
received  the  amount,  for  the  reasons  assigned ; and  also,  that  these 
reasons  had  induced  him  to  withdraw  his  suit  against  Mr.  James  Boulton. 
If  the  jury  upon  the  trial  of  this  cause  believed  this  affidavit,  as  the  court 
must  have  been  expected  to  do  when  it  was  filed  in  support  of  the  appli- 
cation for  a new  trial,  they  may  have  readily  adopted  the  conclusion  that 
the  plaintiff  was  either  misunderstood  or  misrepresented  by  the  witnesses, 
in  reference  to  whose  testimony  it  was  made;  and  if  so,  the  plaintiff  is  at 
once  relieved  from  the  charge  of  fraud  or  wrong  on  this  head.  But  with- 
out drawing  a conclusion  so  favourable,  the  defendant  would  still  desire 
the  affidavit  to  be  believed  in  the  assertion  that  the  plaintiff  felt  satisfied 
McLeod  had  been  repaid,  &c,,  and  it  is  not  easy  to  separate  one  part 
from  the  other,  nor  is  it  very  reasonable.  The  affidavit  is  consistent 
with  the  plaintiff’s  conduct  in  withdrawing  the  suit  against  Mr.  James 
Boulton.  It  does  not  represent  that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  repayment  of 
his  own  knowledge,  as  he  did  that  McLeod  paid  the  money — merely  that 
he  inferred  and  believed  it,  from  the  contents  of  a document  not  pro- 
duced, and  which  he  had  seen  in  the  hands  of  another  person;  thereby 
indicating  the  grounds  of  his  belief,  and  pointing  out  the  mode  of  proof. 
It  is  inconsistent  with  what  is  imputed  to  him  in  the  conversation  with 
McLeod,  wherein  he  had  no  interest  to  serve  by  fraud  or  falsehood,  but 
ran  the  risk  of  defeating  his  indemnity.  To  make  out  the  defendant’s 
case  fully,  it  must  be  believed  that  the  plaintiff  said  what  the  witnesses 
represented  and  no  more ; also,  that  he  at  the  same  time  felt  and  believed 
as  stated  in  his  affidavit,  but  did  never  avow  such  feeling  and  conviction 
in  the  conversation  with  McLeod  as  he  swears  he  did.  By  giving  this 
effect  to  rlie  evidence,  it  would  follow  (as  between  the  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant in  this  action)  that  in  point  of  fact  as  proved  by  the  plaintiff’s  own 
affidavit,  McLeod  had  been  reimbursed,  (on  the  ground  that  what  the 
plaintiff  swears  he  believes  the  court  and  jury  will  believe,  in  the  absence 
of  any  proof  to  the  contrary),  yet  that  he,  in  the  conversation  with 
McLeod,  not  only  suppressed  the  fact,  but  avowed  his  belief  of  the  contrary. 

It  remains  to  consider,  what  would  be  the  legal  effect  of  such  a 
state  of  facts,  if  against  the  plaintiff  a new  trial  should  be  granted,  in 
order  that  the  opinion  of  a jury  upon  a point  so  material  should  be  taken 
upon  its  being  expressly  left  to  them.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the 
plaintiffs  admission  being  unknown  to  the  defendant  previously,  could 
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not  have  affected  or  influenced  his  preparation  for  the  trial,  and  that  if  he 
knew  McLeod  had  paid  the  money  he  must  have  expected  him  to  come 
prepared  to  prove  it,  and  could  only  with  safety  have  relied  upon  proof 
' of  reimbursement  as  a defence.  The  admission  of  the  plaintiff  as  given 
in  evidence,  afforded  in  the  first  instance  proof  only  of  a prima  facie  case 
in  favour  of  McLeod  as  having  paid  the  money,  which  fact  was  true. 
The  defendant  was  not  estopped  from  proving  in  reply  that  he  had  been 
repaid  ; had  he  given  prima  facie  evidence  thereof,  and  the  plaintiff’s  admis- 
sion of  disbelief  on  this  head,  and  had  these  been  urged  against  him  and 
the  defence  had  failed,  it  would  have  presented  a very  different  case  j but 
the  defence  does  nt  t fail  on  any  such  ground;  it  failed  because  the 
defendant  gave  no  evidence  at  all  in  support  of  it,  and  in  the  absence  of 
any  such  proof  the  defendant’s  alleged  statement  to  Stocking  could  not 
influence  or  govern  the  result.  So,  in  the  trial  of  this  case  if  competent 
to  the  plaintiff  to  prove  such  facts  aliunde,  it  was  not  done  or  attempted. 
If  it  was,  notwithstanding  the  plaintiff’s  conduct,  incumbent  on  the 
defendant  to  have  set  up  the  defence  of  repayment  at  the  trial  of 
McLeod’s  case,  I do  not  think  that,  having  failed  there,  he  could  do  so 
in  this.  The  question  then  is,  whether  it  was  his  duty  to  have  done 
it  on  that  occasion,  or  whether  the  plaintiff’s  conduct  relieved  him 
from  that  obligation.  Not  being  estopped  or  precluded  therefrom,  I 
apprehend  it  was  incumbent  upon  him  to  do  it,  as  bound  to  do  all  in  his 
power  to  save  the  plaintiff  harmless ; especially  in  relation  to  this  part  of 
the  transactions,  because  it  was  evidently  the  very  gist  of  the  matter  and 
the  main  object  for  which  the  bond  was  given.  Still  the  defendant  did 
not  do  so  or  seriously  attempt  it,  nor  was  it  or  is  it  shewn  that  he  could 
have  made  no  better  defence  than  he  did,  had  due  means  and  diligence 
been  used.  Now  it  may  be  asked  whether,  (supposing  that  the  defendant 
was  fully  prepared,  at  the  trial  of  McLeod’s  case  against  the  plaintiff,  to 
rebut  any  prima  facie  case  he  might  be  able  to  establish,  as  having  paid 
the  money,  by  proving  that  he  had  been  repaid),  he,  the  defendant,  was 
in  law  excused  from  so  doing  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff’s  conduct  as  it 
appeared  in  evidence  on  that  occasion.  If  he  was,  then  the  present 
defence  is  sustained ; if  he  was  not,  then  it  fails.  It  appears  to  me  that 
if  so  prepared  he  would  not  have  been  relieved  from  entering  upon  at 
defence  under  the  circumstances  if  he  was  bound  to  use  his  utmost 
endeavours  to  perform  the  condition  of  his  bond,  because  in  that  event 
he  would  clearly  fail  to  use  such  endeavours ; and  if  being  fully  prepared, 
he  ought  to  have  persevered  in  the  defence,  no  sufficient  reason  as 
against  the  plaintiff  is  shewn  to  excuse  his  not  being  prepared,  or  for  his 
omitting  to  establish  the  defence  if  prepared.  The  last  view  that  occurs 
to  me  is  this,  whether,  assuming  it  to  be  true  on  this  evidence  that 
McLeod  had  been  repaid,  and  tire  judgment  therefore  wrong  in  itself  on 
the  merits,  it  can  be  predicated  of  it  that  it  is  so  wrong  by  reason  of  the 
plaintiff’s  fraud  or  wrong  in  not  having  stated  the  whole  truth,  as  he  felt 
satisfied  it  was,  or  in  having  asserted  a belief  contrary  to  what  he  felt 
satisfied  was  the  truth.  I have  hesitated  long  upon  this  point,  because 
there  is  a seeming  injustice  towards  the  defendant  in  his  suppressing  the 
one  or  asserting  the  other,  and  if  the  defendant  had  shewn  that  he  had 
not  within  his  power  the  means  of  proving  aliunde  that  no  tangible  proof 
existed  apart  from  the  plaintiff’s  own  knowledge,  and  that  of  parties 
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incompetent  as  witnesses  in  this  suit  or  in  McLeod’s  ; in  other  words,  that 
he  did  all  he  could  to  defend  the  plaintiff  according  to  tlie  means  and 
resources  within  his  reach  or  that  by  any  diligence  he  could  have  made 
available,  then  I think  the  defence  would  be  complete.  But  this  was  not 
done.  As  to  the  fact  itself,  it  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  more  than  indif- 
ferent on  the  evidence  how  it  really  is ; and  it  would  seem  from  what 
the  plaintiff  swears,  and  what  occurred  at  the  trial  of  McLeod’s  case,  that 
with  due  diligence  tli?e  defendant  might  have  procured  proof  of  it  if  really 
true.  We  are  therefore  referred  back  to  this  consideration  : has  the 
defendant  shewed  that  he  did  all  in  his  power  to  defend  the  case,  that  is 
to  save  the  plaintiff  harmless  ; not  being  precluded  from  the  real  defence 
to  McLeod’s  action  on  the  merits,  if  any,  and  not  having  supported  it,  it 
cannot  be  said  he  did.  The  defence  failed  by  reason  of  his  omission  to 
prove  the  defence,  if  in  point  of  fact  there  was  a defence. 

Upon  the  whole  therefore,  it  appears  to  me,  1st,  That  if  in  fact  McLeod’s 
claim  was  well  founded,  and  there  was  no  other  defence  beyond  a denial  of 
the  truth  and  the  chance  of  his  being  unable  to  prove  it,  that  it  was  the 
defendant’s  duty  to  have  satisfied  him  without  any  suit ; and,  that  failing 
to  do  so,  it  was  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  or  confess  judg- 
ment, or,  to  acknowledge  the  truth  without  prejudice  to  his  security 
under  the  indemnity  bond.  2ndly,  That  upon  the  evidence  the  jury 
were  well  warranted  in  finding  that  such  was  the  truth,  and  that  they 
ought  so  to  have  found,  and  that  so  far  their  verdict  is  right  and  consis- 
tent with,  and  not  against,  evidence.  3rdly,  Consequently,  that  the 
judgment  is  not  fraudulent  or  wronful,  nor  the  plaintiff’s  conduct  fraudu- 
lent or  wrong  on  this  head,  so  as  to  enable  the  defendant  to  excuse  the 
performance  of  the  condition  of  the  bond.  4thly,  That  as  to  the  fact  of 
reimbursement,  the  jury  on  the  evidence  might  have  found  either  way, 
and  that  a verdict  finding  that  McLeod  had  not  been  repaid,  could  not 
be  said  to  be  against  evidence,  and  that  it  may  on  the  verdict  rendered  be 
so  intended  or  be  regarded  as  standing  indifferent.  5thly,  That  if  it 
were  found  that  McLeod  had  been  reimbursed,  still  it  would  not  follow 
that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  fraud  or  wrong  as  imputed,  for  the  verdict 
exonerated  him  from  the  charge  of  fraud ; and  such  verdict  cannot  on 
this  head  be  said  to  be  against  evidence,  inasmuch  as  it  depended  upon 
the  opinion  of  the  jury  touching  his  conduct  and  motives  under  the  evi- 
dence given  at  the  trial  of  McLeod’s  suit,  compared  with  the  statements 
made  in  his  subsequent  affidavit,  which  is  equally  made  evidence  by  the 
defendant  for  their  consideration,  as  well  in  favour  of  as  against  the 
plaintiff.  6thly,  That  were  it  also  found  that  the  plaintiff  said  and  did 
as  the  witnesses  represented,  still  it  would  not  have  deprived  the  defen- 
dant of  his  defence  if  there  was  any,  or  if  any  was  intended  and  ready  to 
be  set  up.  7thly,  That  the  defendant  has  not  shewn  that  he  did  all  in 
his  power  to  perform  the  condition  of  his  bond,  but  it  appears  rather  that 
he  did  not ; in  a point,  too,  evidently  most  material,  and  contemplated 
when  the  bond  was  given  ; and  therefore  that  its  forfeiture  is  not  saved. 
Sthly,  That  on  the  whole  the  failure  of  the  defence  in  McLeod’s  case, 
and  the  consequent  danger  to  the  plaintiff,  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  defen- 
dant’s default,  in  not  doing  what  (for  all  that  appears)  he  might  have  done 
to  defeat  the  action,  and  not  to  the  misconduct  of  the  plaintiff ; wherefore 
he  is  entitled  to  recover.  My  opinion  is  founded  upon  this  short 


POWELL  V.  BOULTON.  ' 


525 


ground,  that  under  his  bond  of  indemnity  it  was  incumbent  on  the  defen- 
dant to  do  all  in  his  power  to  fulfil  the  obligation,  and  that  he  has  failed 
to  shew  that  he  did  so ; he  did  not  prove  that  McLeod  had  been  repaid 
or  that  he,  the  defendant,  was  unprepared  to  prove  or  disabled  from  pro- 
ving it,  by  reason  of  any  wrongful  act  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  suffi- 
cient to  excuse  the  omission. 

McLean,  J, — It  appeared  to  me,  at  the  trial  of  this  cause,  that  the 
verdict  in  McLeod  v.  Powell  having  been  obtained  upon  admissions  made 
by  Powell  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  bond  of  indemnity,  must  be 
regarded  as  obtained  or  recovered  by  the  fraud,  covin,  voluntary  act  and 
wrong  of  the  defendant  in  that  suit,  and  by  his  own  means  and  through 
his  own  default,  and  I so  directed  the  jury.  The  jury,  notwithstanding 
this  direction  and  the  evidence  arising  from  the  affidavit  of  Powell,  which 
has  been  frequently  referred  to  in  the  argument,  rendered  a verdict  in  this 
suit  for  the  plaintiff  for  260Z.  10s.  Against  this  verdict  the  defendant 
now  moves,  and  for  a new  trial — the  verdict  being  against  Jaw,  evidence 
and  the  judge’s  charge,  and  perverse — without  costs.  On  the  argument 
of  the  rule  nisi,  Mr.  Blake  contended,  that  by  the  terms  of  the  bond 
the  defendant  is  bound  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff  against  any  re- 
covery, no  matter  how  obtained,  by  McLeod  against  Powell,  for  the 
money  referred  to  in  the  condition  ; and  I understood  him  to  urge  the 
case  of  l!lash  et  al.  v.  Palmer,  5 M.  & S.  374,  as  an  authority  for  this 
position.  In  that  case  judgment  by  default  had  been  suffered  by  the 
plaintiffs  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought  by  an  individual  against 
whom  the  defendant  had  bound  himself  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
defendant  pleaded  that  fact  as  an  excuse,  and  alleged  that  if  the  plaintiffs 
were  by  reason  of  the  premises  damnified,  it  was  of  their  own  wrong. 
On  demurrer,  the  plea  was  held  bad,  on  the  ground  that  where  the  obli- 
gation is  to  indemnify  against  the  acts  of  a particular  person  who  is 
specified  by  name,  it  is  good  against  the  obligor  whether  the  eviction  be 
bylawful  title  or  not.  It  was  however  shewn,  that  at  the  time  the  bond 
was  given  to  indemnify,  proceedings  were  pending  brought  by  the  indi- 
vidual against  whom  the  indemnity  particularly  was,  and  the  court  con- 
sidered it  the  duty  ot  the  obligor  to  examine  into  and  attend  to  these 
proceedings  instead  of  depending  on  the  obligees  to  defend  themselves 
against  them.  How,  in  this  case,  the  defendant  is  bound  to  save  the 
plaintiff  harmless  from  all  demands  or  suits  either  in  law  or  equity 
regarding  a certain  sum  , of  money,  and  to  discharge  all  damages,  costs,  and 
charges,  recovered  or  awarded  in  law  or  equity  regarding  the  said  sum, 
without  damage  or  prejudice  to  the  plaintiff.  It  is  obvious  from  that  part 
of  the  condition  which  relates  to  the  defendant  finding  good  and  sufficient 
bail  in  any  suit  brought  on  account  of  the  said  money  by  or  on  behalf  of 
Alexander  McLeod,  that  he  was  the  party  against  whom  the  defendant 
undertook  to  save  the  plaintiff  harmless;  and  the  question  is,  Avhetherhe 
is  not  now  bound  to  save  the  plaintiff  harmless  from  the  judgment  which 
has  actually  been  recovered  against  him  by  Alexander  McLeod.  Had 
Powell  allowed  judgment  by  default  to  be  obtained  against  him,  remaining 
merely  passive,  and  affording  no  assistance  to  McLeod  to  enable  him  to 
recover,  then  the  case  of  Hash  et  al.  v.  Palmer  would  seem  to  establish 
that  the  defendant  would  be  liable  for  the  amount  recovered  ; but  then 
McLeod  must  have  proved  his  demand,  or  he  could  only  have  obtained 
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nominal  damages.  He  has,  however,  not  left  it  to  McLeod  to  prove  his 
case  by  any  evidence  existing  before  the  bond  of  indemnity  was  given, 
but  has  made  such  admissions  as  enabled  him  to  obtain  a verdict,  when, 
for  aught  that  appears,  without  such  admissions  such  verdict  could  not 
have  been  obtained.  It  can  scarcely  be  contended  that  the  defendant 
would  be  bound  to  indemnify  against  a judgment  obtained  by  fraud  and 
collusion  between  McLeod  and  Powell ; and  if  not,  the  bond  is  not  so 
extensive  in  its  obligation  as  to  require  the  defendant  to  indemnify  against 
every  recovery  by  McLeod  against  the  plaintiff ; if  this  were  the  case,  • 
the  plea  of  the  defendant  must  be  bad,  and  the  plaintiff  might  have 
demurred  instead  of  taking  issue  on  the  fact  alleged  by  the  defendant,  that  | 
the  judgment  was  obtained  against  the  plaintiff  by  his  own  fraud,  covin,  | 
voluntary  act  and  wrong,  and  by  his  .own  means  and  default.  If  it  be 
absolutely  necessary  under  this  issue  for  the  defendant  to  prove  actual 
fraud  and  covin  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  in  enabling  McLeod  to 
recover  a verdict  against  him,  then  all  that  part  of  the  issue  which 
relates  to  the  alleged  recovery  of  the  judgment  by  the  voluntary  act  and 
wrong  of  the  plaintiff,  and  by  his  own  means  and  through  his  own  default, 
must  be  mere  surplusage,  though  the  parties  have  put  themselves  upon  j 
the  country  upon  that  as  well  as  the  rest  of  the  issue  ; and  it  would  have  I 
been  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  have  replied  that  the  judgment  was  not 
recovered  by  McLeod  by  the and  comw  of  the  defendant  in  that  | 
action,  taking  no  notice  of  the  other  portion  of  the  replication.  He  has,  ' 
however,  left  it  to  the  country  to  say  not  merely  whether  it  was  obtained 
by  fraud  and  covin,  but  whether  it  was  recovered  by  the  voluntary  act  and 
wrong  of  the  present  plaintiff,  or  by  his  own  means  and  through  his  ovm  | 
default  ; and  I apprehend  that  if  the  defendant  was  able  to  shew  that  the 
recovery  came  within  the  last  branch  of  the  replication,  that  is,  that  it  j 
was  by  Powell’s  own  means  and  through  his  own  default,  the  verdict  j 
should  have  been  in  his  favour.  How  it  may  be  quite  true  that  proof  of 
payment  of  the  money  by  Mr.  James  Boulton  to  McLeod  would  have 
put  an  end  to  the  suit  between  McLeod  and  Powell,  against  which  the 
indemnity  was  taken,  and  that,  it  is  alleged,  might  have  been  given  by  ; 
Mr.  James  Boulton  himself,  as  a witness,  or  by  proving  the  receipt  to  ! 
which  Powell  refers  in  his  affidavit.  It  seems  to  be  taken  for  granted  that  | 
Mr.  James  Boulton  was  admissible  as  a witness,  but  if  he  stood  in  the  ] 
position  of  the  responsible  defendant,  and  was  bound  to  pay  any  verdict  j 
which  might  be  recovered,  he  would  necessarily  be  incompetent,  on  the  ; 
score  of  interest ; and  though  he  would  not  be  responsible  to  Powell,  his  | 
interest  in  the  matter,  as  it  appears  to  me,  vpas  not  so  remote  as  not  to 
affect  his  competency.  It  is  true  he  might  have  been  released  by  the  ! 
present  defendant,  to  whom  alone  he  could  be  held  responsible,  but  he  i 
might  not  choose  to  release  him,  and  run  the  risk  of  a verdict  of  a jury  in  ‘ 
the  face  of  admissions  made  by  the  defendant  on  record  during  the  sitting  i 
of  the  court.  If  Mr.  James  Boulton  had  been  considered  competent  on  | 
the  score  of  interest,  and  the  defendant  not  unwilling  to  release  him,  there  | 
was  no  reason  why  he  should  not  have  been  called,  as  he  had  on  a former  | 
occasion  sworn  to  the  payment  of  the  200^.  to  McLeod.  But  the 
defendant  might  say,  as  he  has  done,  to  Mr.  Powell : Very  well,  sir,  you  J 

“ do  not  choose  to  leave  your  defence  in  my  hands,  though  I am  bound  j 
“ to  indemniiy  you,  and  if  you  think  proper  to  assist  the  plaintiff  in  his  if 
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“ suit  against  you,  by  making  admissions  without  which  he  could  not  suc- 
‘‘,ceed,  you  may  have  the  verdict  against  you  as  you  desire,  but  you  must 
“ not  look  to  me  on  my  bond  to  indemnify  you  against  a verdict  obtained 
by  your  own  means.”  As  to  the  receipt,  it  does  not  appear  when  the 
present  defendant  became  aware  of  its  existence,  Powell  swears  he  saw 
it  after  the  trial  of  his  suit  with  James  Boulton,  and  that  he  was  induced 
in  consequence  to  settle  that  suit,  being  satisfied  by  it  that  the  money 
had  been  received  by  McLeod  from  James  Boulton  as  alleged  by  the 
latter,  and  considering  it  unjust  again  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  same 
money,  but  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  existence  of  such  a receipt 
was  known  to  the  defendant  till  within  a day  or  two  of  the  trial,  when  the 
notice  to  produce  it  was  given,  and  when  it  might  have  been  impossible  to 
produce  evidence  of  its  contents,  even  if  the  evidence  of  Long,  in  whose 
possession  it  was  seen,  could  have  been  relied  on  by  the  defendant.  The 
defendant  might  not  choose  to  attempt  to  prove  payment  by  imperfect 
evidence  of  a receipt,  and  thus  enable  the  present  plaintiff  to  allege  that 
the  verdict  was  obtained  against  him  in  the  face  of  evidence  called  to 
prove  a payment.  The  attempt  and  the  failure  to  prove  such  payment, 
would  have  placed  the  plaintiff  in  a better  position  in  reference  to  this 
action ; the  offer  of  such  proof  would  have  been  equivalent  to  a declaration 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  by  his  bond  he  was  under  an  obligation 
to  indemnify  the  plaintiff  against  his  own  admissious.  Had  McLeod  esta- 
blished the  fact  of  payment  to  Mr.  J as.  Boulton,  which  he  could  easily  have 
done,  as  it  was  never  denied  that  Mr.  James  Boulton  had  received  200Z. 
through  Mr.  Buller’s  check  on  the  Bank  of  Upper  Canada,  to  meet  certain 
executions  in  McLeod’s  hands  as  deputy  sheriff,  and  had  also  proved  that 
relying  on  that  money  he  had  paid  off  these  executions  from  his  own  means, 
and  had  accounted  or  paid  over  to  Powell  any  balance  beyond  the  amount  of 
the  executions  ; then  he  would  have  established  such  a case  for  the  recovery 
back  from  Powell  of  the  money  advanced  for  him,  as  would  have  made  it 
absolutely  necessary  to  prove  the  payment  of  the  money  to  him  ; and  if 
the  defendant  did  not  establish  that  fact,  he  would  be  fairly  answerable 
on  his  bond  to  the  plaintiff.  The  payment  of  the  executions  might  have 
been  proved  by  the  parties  who  received  the  money,  or  their  attornies ; 
but  at  present  there  is  nothing  to  establish  that  fact,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
except  the  testimony  of  McLeod  given  in  the  case  of  Powell  v.  James 
Boulton,  and  the  admission  of  the  present  plaintiff  that  the  executions 
have  been  settled ; or  rather,  that  he  has  not  been  further  molested  by 
them.  The  fair  inference  from  all  that  has  occurred  may  be,  that  the 
executions  have  been  paid  by  McLeod — but  the  fact  may  nevertheless  be 
that  the  executions  are  still  unpaid  ; and  if  so,  the  plaintiffs  might  still  en- 
force their  executions,  or  proceed  to  recover  the  amount  due  them  against 
Powell.  But  independent  of  all  these  considerations,  I think  from  the 
evidence  adduced  ou  the  trial,  that  fraud  and  covin  are  sufficiently 
established,  as  well  as  the  fact  that  the  verdict  against  the  plaintiff  in 
favour  of  McLeod,  was  recovered  by  his  own  voluntary  act  and  wrong,  and 
by  his  own  means  and  default.  In  the  affidavit  sworn  on  the  8th  November, 
1842,  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  the  application  for  a new  trial  in  the 
suit  of  McLeod  v.  Powell,  the  present  plaintiff  swears  that  he  felt  satisfied 
at  the  time  of  the  admissions  made  in  the  presence  of  Gardner  and  Young, 
and  that  he  then  felt  satisfied  that  McLeod  had  received  the  money  in  dis- 
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pute  in  consequence  of  having  seen  the  receipt  referred  to  in  the  possession 
of  Henry  Long,  and  that  it  was  in  consequence  of  seeing  such  receipt  that 
he  had  settled  the  original  suit,  conceiving  it  to  be  grossly  unjust,  to 
enforce  the  verdict  rendered  in  his  favour,  when  'it  was  evident  to  him 
he  had  been  deceived  and  misled  by  McLeod.  JSTow  if  the  plaintiff  was 
at  the  time  of  his  admission  satisfied,  as  he  swears  he  was,  that  McLeod 
had  received  the  money,  and  that  he  had  been  misled  and  deceived  by 
him,  how  did  it  happen  that  while  the  suit  was  pending  against  himself 
for  the  same  money,  and  j ust  immediately  before  the  trial  of  a suit  to 
enforce  au  unjust  demand,  he  is  found  on  cordial  terms  with  McLeod, 
eating  and  drinking  in  an  oyster-house,  and  paying  the  expenses  ; and 
not  only  making  admissions  of  the  receipt  of  the  money,  but  expressing 
his  conviction  that  it  had  not  been  paid,  and  his  wish  that  McLeod  might 
obtain  a verdict.  He  swears  that  at  the  time  he  felt  satisfied  that  the 
money  had  been  paid,  and  yet  he  wished  McLeod  to  succeed  in  the  suit, 
because  he  was  idemnified  by  the  defendant,  if  the  testimony  of 
Mr.  Gardner  be  correct,  and  as  he  was  perfectly  disinterested  in  the 
matter,  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt  it.  This  fact  is  decisive  in  my  mind 
of  collusion  between  the  present  plaintiff  and  McLeod,  to  enable  the 
latter  to  recover,  and  that  the  admissions  were  elicited  on  the  one  hand 
and  made  on  the  other  for  that  express  purpose ; this  then  is  the  fraud 
and  covin  of  the  plaintiff,  and  his  voluntary  act  and  wrong,  and  a verdict 
so  recovered  must  be  by  his  own  means  and  default.  Had  the  plaintiff 
called  other  witnesses  on  the  trial  of  this  cause  to  prove  McLeod’s  right 
to  recover,  independently  of  any  admissions  of  Powell  from  which  the 
jury  might  be  satisfied  of  such  right,  and  the  inference  might  be  drawn 
that  the  evidence  which  was  given  was  such  as  happened  to  be  most  con- 
venient and  direct,  and  not  the  only  evidence  on  which  McLeod’s  claim 
rested,  I think  I should  have  received  it  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that 
the  damage  arising  to  the  plaintiff  from  McLeod’s  verdict  did  not  arise 
necessarily  from  his  own  act,  and  by  his  own  means,  but  that  it  would 
have  arisen  at  all  events,  even  if  his  admissions  had  not  been  made. 
Ho  wever,  as  no  such  evidence  was  tendered,  and  as  the  plaintiff  declined 
calling  witnesses  to  prove  under  what  circumstances  and  upon  what 
understanding  the  bond  was  given,  and  as  the  issue  appears  to  me  to  be 
established  in  favour  of  the  defendant  by  the  evidence,  I think  the  verdict 
should  be  set  aside,  and  a new  trial  granted  ; and  as  the  verdict  was  ren- 
dered for  plaintiff  against  my  direction,  which  I still  think  was  right,  the 
nev/  trial  should  be  granted  without  costs. 

Hagbrman,  J. — -Concurring  in  the  judgment  of  his  lordship  the  Chief 
Justice,  which  is  so  clear  and  explicit  on  every  point  on  this  case,  as  well 
as  in  that  of  Mr.  Justice  Macaulay,  I shall  confine  myself  to  a very  few 
observations  on  the  subject.  Prior  to  the  date  of  the  bond  on  which 
this  action  is  brought,  a suit  had  been  instituted  by  Alexander  McLeod, 
at  one  time  deputy  sheriff  of  the  District  of  hliagara,  against  the  present 
plaintiff,  Edward  Powell ; for  money,  it  is  not  denied,  had  been  paid  by 
McLeod  for  Powell,  but  which,  it  is  alleged,  had  been  repaid  to  McLeod 
by  Mr.  James  Boulton,  and  which  latter  fact,  so  far  as  we  are  informed, 
was  the  only  point  in  dispute.  While  thisaction  w^as  pending,  the  present 
defendant  voluntary  and  without  any  solicitation  on  the  part  of  Powell, 
and,  indeed,  without  having  conversed  or  even  seen  him  on  the  subject. 
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as  admitted  by  himself  in  argument,  executed  and  sent  him  the  bond 
upon  which  he  is  now  sued.  The  condition  of  this  bond  is  set  forth  in 
the  pleadings,  and  is  in  substance  to  this  effect,  ‘-'that  the  defendant 
"‘should  save  Powell,  the  plaintiff,  harmless  from  all  demands  or  suits, 
"‘either  at  law  or  equity,  regarding  a certain  sum  of  money  stated  to 
“have  been  advanced  by  one  George  W.  Buller  to  Powell,  through  the 
"‘agency  of  one  James  Boulton,  and  which  sum  of  money  is  also  claimed 
"‘to  have  been  paid  to  Powell  on  account  of  McLeod,  and  to  be  then 
"‘due  and  owing  to  McLeod.’’  Subsequently  to  the  giving  of  this  bond, 
McLeod  obtained  a verdict  and  judgment  against  Powell  for  the  demand 
referred  to  in  it,  and  the  latter  has  brought  his  action  for  the  indemnity, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  condition.  To  this  action  the  defendant 
has  pleaded  that  the  judgment  recovered  by  McLeod  against  Powell 
was  recovered  by  the  fraud,  covin,  voluntary  act  and  wrong  of  the  latter 
(the  plaintiff),  and  by  his  own  means  and  through  his  own  defaults  ; and 
upon  this  plea  issue  was  joined,  and  at  the  trial  a verdict  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff.  The  only  evidence  adduced  by  the  defendant  in  sup- 
port of  his  plea,  was  that  Powell,  after  the  bond  of  indemnity  had  been 
delivered  to  him,  and  before  the  trial  of  McLeod’s  action  against  him, 
had  admitted  in  the  presence  of  Gardner  and  Young,  two  persons  who 
were  called  as  witnesses  on  that  trial,  that  McLeod  had  paid  him  £200 ; 
that  although  he  understood  Mr.  J.  Boulton  had  said  that  he  had  repaid 
it  to  Mr.  McLeod,  he  never  had  done  so  ; that  he  wished  McLeod  might 
win  the  suit ; and  that  he  was  indemnified  by  Mr.  H.  J.  Boulton,  the 
present  defendant.  There  is  no  evidence  that  Powell  had  ever  stated  to 
the  defendant  that  McLeod  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  he 
claimed,  and  from  facts  adverted  to  by  the  Chief  Justice  in  his  judg- 
ment, it  is  certain  that  McLeod  had  advanced  money  for  the  benefit  of 
Powell,  and  that  unless  it  had  been  repaid  him  by  Mr.  James  Boulton 
as  was  alleged,  he  had  a clear  legal  and  equitable  right  to  demand  it 
from  the  present  plaintiff.  Upon  this  short  statement  of  the  case  then, 
and  in  the  absence  of  all  proof  or  reason  for  believing  that  what  Powell 
stated  to  Young  and  Gardner  was  untrue ; but  on  the  contrary,  with  the 
strictest  reasons  for  believing  that  it  was  according  to  the  truth,  can  it 
be  said  that  McLeod  obtained  his  verdict  by  any  wrongful  act  of  Powell  % 
Is  it  fraudulent  or  wrong  in  a man  to  confess  the  truth  of  any  transaction  % 
On  the  contrary,  is  it  not  fraudulent  to  seek  to  evade  a just  responsibi- 
lity or  the  payment  of  a just  demand,  by  denying  or  withholding  the  truth? 
There  can  be  but  one  answer  to  such  a proposition  ; and  in  this  view  of 
the  question  we  are  called  upon  to  look  with  attention  at  the  issue 
presented  by  the  pleadings.  That  issue  is  substantially  whether  McLeod 
recovered  against  Powell  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  latter.  Uow,  as 
speaking  the  truth  cannot  be  deemed  fraudulent,  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
plaintiff  should  have  adduced  some  evidence  that  the  admissions  made  by 
Powell,  and  upon  which  McLeod  obtained  his  verdict,  were  untrue,  or 
that  Powell  wrongfully  committed  some  act  which  prevented  the  defen- 
dant from  giving  the  truth  in  evidence  on  his  defence  ; or  he  should  have 
so  shaped  his  pleadings,  as  to  have  admitted  evidence  that  he  indemnified 
Powell  upon  his  assurance  that  he  was  not  indebted  to  McLeod,  and 
that  his  claim  was  groundless  and  dishonest.  In  the  absence  of  any  such 
testimony,  and  having  no  reason  whatever  to  believe  that  McLeod’s 
3d  u.  O.  Q.  B.  2 
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recovery  was  not  consistent  with  justice,  but  with  many  reasons  for 
believing  the  contrary,  I think  we  ought  not  to  disturb  the  verdict  ren- 
dered by  the  jury,  and  that  the  rule  for  the  new  trial  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. The  case  of  Nash  v.  Palmer,  5 Maule  & Selwyn,  374,  is  a 
clear  authority  to  show  that  although  Powell  may  have  acted  imprudently 
or  even  contrary  to  a promise  made  by  him  to  the  defendant,  still  he 
would  be  entitled  to  judgment,  unless  the  act  was  fraudulently  com- 
mitted, or  the  effect  of  his  conduct  was  such  as  to  prevent  the  defendant 
from  giving  a legal  defence  in  evidence  ; and  further,  that  if  there  was 
in  truth  any  legal  defence  to  McLeod’s  recovery  against  Powell,  according 
to  Mr.  Justice  Bailey’s  judgment,  it  should  have  been  set  forth  in  the 
pleadings  (a). 

McLean,  J.  dissenting. 

Pule  discharged. 

Servos  v.  Tobin  et  al. 

Where  a debtor  in  embarrassed  circumstances  executed  a cognovit  in  favour  of 
one  of  his  creditors,  without  that  creditor’s  knowledge,  and  the  debtor’s  house- 
hold furniture  was  sold  upon  that  execution,  and  the  creditor  became  the 
purchaser,  and  immediately  leased  the  furniture  to  the  debtor,  at  a rental 
amounting  to  only  the  interest  of  the  money  for  which  the  furniture  had  been 
purchased,  giving  the  debtor  power  to  retain  it  as  long  as  he  pleased,  and  not 
making  any  provision  for  deterioration,  &c.,  in  it,  and  the  same  furniture  was 
seized  in  execution  at  the  suit  of  another  creditor,  and  on  the  claim  of  the  first 
creditor  an  issue  was  directed  under  the  Interpleader  Act,  which  was  found 
in  favour  of  the  second  execution  creditor,  on  the  ground  that  the  sale  in 
execution  had  been  collusive,  the  court  refused  to  grant  a rule  nisi  for  a new 
trial  on  affidavits. 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  try  the  right  of  property  in  certain 
goods,  sold  by  the  sheriff  of  the  District  of  Niagara,  upon  an  execution  at 
the  suit  of  this  plaintiff  Servos,  against  the  goods  of  J.  Lockhart.  -^The 
defendants  had  taken  out  execution  subsequently  against  the  goods  of 
Mr.  Lockhart ; and  finding  the  same  goods,  or  the  greater  part  of  them, 
still  in  his  possession,  they  directed  the  sheriff  to  sell  them,  though  they 
were  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  Servos  as  his,  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
become  the  purchaser  of  them  when  they  were  sold  upon  his  own  execu- 
tion, and  that  Lockhart’s  possession  of  them  was  with  his  permission,  and 
upon  a contract  of  demise,  paying  a certain  compensation  for  the  use  of 
them.  The  question  of  fact  upon  the  trial  was,  wPether  the  transaction, 
by  means  of  which  the  plaintiff  pretended  to  have  acquired  the  title  of 
these  goods,  was  a boua  fide  transaction,  intended  to  change  the  property, 
or  whether  the  evidence  did  not  shew  it  to  be  a merely  colourable  trans- 
action, and  a contrivance  by  the  collusion  of  this  plaintiff  with  Mr. 
Lockhart  to  cover  the  goods  by  means  of  a pretended  sale  in  execution, 
so  that  Lockhart  might  continue  to  enjoy  the  use  of  them  as  before,  and 
hold  them  against  the  subsequent  executions  of  other  creditors.  The  case 
was  fully  defended  at  the  trial ; there  was  no  allegation  of  surprise,  or 
absence  of  witnesses,  nor  any  attempt  made  to  postpone  the  trial.  Upon 
a view  of  the  whole  case,  the  jury  gave  a verdict  for  the  defendant, 
thereby  finding  that  the  transaction  on  which  the  plaintiff  founded  his 
title  was  colourable,  and  not  bona  fide,  and  that  the  goods,  therefore, 
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reiriained  liable  in  Lockhart’s  bands  to  the  satisfaction  of  other  executions. 
This  verdict  was  in  accordance  with  the  view  of  the  case  taken  by  the 
Chief  Justice  at  the  trial,  though  the  question  of  fact,  in  regard  to  the 
nature  of  the  transaction,  was  expressly  left  open  to  the  jury,  as  one 
which  it  was  peculiarly  their  province  to  determine,  upon  their  own  con- 
viction of  the  truth  of  the  case.  The  facts  of  the  case  are  fully  stated 
in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  on  refusing  the  rule  nisi  for  a new  trial. 

Crooks  moved  for  a rule  to  shew  cause  why  a new  trial  should  not  be 
had  upon  the  affidavits  of  several  parties,  stating  facts,  which  he  con- 
tended, tended  strongly  to  prove  the  bona  fides  of  the  plaintiff’s  conduct 
in  the  transaction. 

Robinson,  C.  J. — I thought  the  verdict  was  a just  one,  and  clearly 
right  upon  the  evidence ; and  that  to  have  upheld  such  a proceeding  as 
the  plaintiff  rested  upon  for  the  foundation  of  his  title,  and  such  as  it 
appeared  to  be  upon  the  evidence  before  the  court,  would  have  been 
wrong  in  itself,  and  injurious  in  its  effect  to  the  community.  I saw  no 
reason  to  doubt  that  there  had  been  really  a debt  due  from  Lockhart  to 
this  plaintiff,  and  probably  to  the  full  amount  that  the  execution  was; 
indorsed  for.  The  defendants  in  this  action  may  have  thought  otherwise 
upon  that  point,  and  suspected  the  fairness  of  the  proceeding  even  in  that 
respect  ; but  I did  not  receive  that  impression  at  the  trial,  nor  convey  any 
such  to  the  jury.  What  the  evidence  did,  however,  tend  very  strongly 
to  establish  was  this  : Mr.  Lockhart  had  become  deeply  involved ; he 
owed  these  defendants  a very  large  debt,  and  there  were  other  creditors, 
some  of 'them  having  claims,  as  it  appeared  at  the  trial,  to  the  extent  of 
many  thousands  of  pounds.  He  admitted  himself  to  be  indebted  to  this 
plaintiff,  Servos,  in  something  more  than  600/.,  and  I daresay  that  he 
was  ; but  at  a time  when  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  he  must  have  known 
his  affairs  to  be  in  a hopeless  state,  he  transferred  to  Servos  promissory 
notes  which  he  held  against  a mercantile  firm  to  the  amount  of  about 
400/.,  leaving  still  more  than  200/.  due  to  him.  This  was  placing  Mr. 
Servos,  I imagine,  in  a vastly  better  situation  than  Lockhart’s  other 
creditors,  and  might  therefore  naturally  dispose  Servos  to  come  into  any 
arrangement  as  regarded  the  balance  of  his  debt,  that  might  serve  the 
purpose  of  Mr.  Lockhart  rather  than  his  own  ; for  if  he  lost  the  whole  of 
the  remaining  balance,  he  would  still  be  better  off  than  any  of  the  other 
creditors.  Then  it  was  proved  by  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Hall,  an  attorney 
of  this  court,  who  was  the  principal  agent  in  the  transaction  impeached 
by  the  defendant,  that  he  had  been  the  professional  gentleman  generally 
employed  by  Mr.  Lockhart  while  he  was  in  business ; and,  that  being 
desirous  of  serving  him  by  taking  such  measures  as  would  enable  his 
family  to  continue  in  the  possession  of  these  goods  without  being  dis- 
turbed by  other  creditors,  he  had,  upon  concert  with  Lockhart  and  not 
by  any  instructions  from  Servos,  nor  with  his  knowledge  at  the  time  (but 
presuming  that  he  would  assent),  taken  a cognovit  from  Lockhart  in 
favour  of  Servos,  for  the  balance  stated  to  be  due  to  the  latter  j upon 
which,  judgment  was  immediately  entered,  and  execution  taken  out  and 
put  into  the  sheriff’s  hands,  and  the  goods  sold  upon  it  at  the  end  of 
eight  days,  the  earliest  possible  moment  that  the  sale  could  take  place. 
He  stated  that  when  he  was  doing  this,  he  was  aware  that  these  defen- 
dants, who  are  merchants  resident  in  Lower  Canada,  had  just  before 
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recovered  a verdict  for  a large  amount  against  Lockhart,  and  that  he 
Tvas  determined  to  complete  this  arrangement,  if  he  could,  before  they 
could  obtain  execution.  It  was  then  proved  that  the  sale  under  fi.  fa. 
took  place  in  the  dwelling-house  and  on  the  premises  of  Mr.  Lockhart , 
that  everything  was  disposed  of,  including  all  his  household  furniture — 
stated  to  be  very  complete  and  of  great  A'^alue — his  horses,  wood  in  the 
yard,  hay  in  the  stable,  whatever  was  loose  and  could  be  moved  belonging 
to  the  garden  or  yard,  and  even  the  provisions  and  wine  on  hand  for  the 
family’s  use  and  in  the  course  of  being  consumed.  hTothing  had  been 
removed  from  the  premises,  nor  was  even  the  furniture  disturbed  from  its 
position  in  the  rooms  ; but  while  all  the  family  were  occupying  the  apart- 
ments as  usual,  some  nine  or  ten  persons  assembled  in  the  dwelling-house, 
and,  as  one  witness  swore,  with  the  hall-door  locked  or  fastened,  and 
nothing  to  be  seen  from  the  outside  that  indicated  a public  sale  going  on, 
a person  among  them  acting,  as  he  said,  on  behalf  of  Servos,  bid  off  every- 
thing with  the  exception  of  about  %l.  worth  of  things  bought  by  others. 
The  things  sold  in  all  for  about  234Z.,  the  ti.  fa.  being  indorsed  to  levy 
263/.  195.  8t/.  On  the  day  after  the  sale  a formal  deliver}?-  was  made  of 
the  goods  thus  sold  to  a third  party  on  behalf  of  Servos,  the  same  person 
who  had  bought  in  the  things  at  the  sale,  a ceremony  not  usually  gone, 
through  on  such  occasions.  The  cognovit  had  been  taken  late  in  October, 
and  upon  it  judgment  was  entered  and  a fi.  fa.  issued  and  delivered  to 
the  sheriff  on  the  same  day  ; the  sale  took  place  on  the  9th  I:4ovember ; 
the  delivery  over  in  point  of  form  was  made  on  the  10th,  and  on  the  16th 
hlovember  a written  instrument  was  obtained  from  Mr.  Servos,  by  which 
he  demised  and  leased  all  the  goods  of  every  kind,  which  had  thus  been 
bought  in  his  name  at  the  sherifi‘’s  sale,  to  Mr.  Lockhart,  for  a year,  and 
bound  himself  to  renew  such  lease  from  year  to  year,  so  long  as  Mr. 
Lockhart  pleased.  Mr.  Lockhart  was  to  pay  him  as  rent  for  the  use  of 
these  things,  the  exact  legal  interest  of  the  sum  which  they  had  been 
knocked  down  for  to  Servos  at  the  sale ; and  he  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  take 
and  consume,  or  to  dispose  at  his  pleasure  of  any  of  the  articles  thus 
leased  to  him,  charging  himself  with  the  price  bid  for  such  articles  at 
the  sale.  In  fact,  he  had  since  the  sale  sold  and  used  several  of  the  things, 
under  the  terms  of  this  permission.  The  furniture  was  of  a costly  des- 
cription, including  the  usual  articles  of  a well -furnished  house,  and  it 
seemed  a strange  arrangement  by  which  the  purchaser  allowed  them  all 
to  remain  in  the  constant  use  of  the  former  owner,  becoming,  as  of  course 
they  would  by  their  daily  wear,  much  diminished  in  value,  receiving  as 
compensation  the  exact  interest  on  what  he  had  bid  for  them  at  the 
sheriff's  sale;  and  that  this  was  to  continue  so  long  as  the  debtor  chose, 
and  might  therefore  continue  until  everything  was  worn  out.  This  is  a 
short  outline  of  the  case.  There  were  various  attendant  circumstances 
shewn,  either  as  tending  to  throw  suspicion  on  this  transaction,  or  to 
remove  it,  which  were  all  noted  down  in  the  evidence, and  can  be  referred 
to,  but  which  it  would  be  tedious  to  recapitulate.  They  were  given  to 
the  jury  with  such  remarks  as  they  seemed  to  call  for,  and  the  jury  were 
told  that,  supposing  Mr.  Servos  to  be  the  execution  creditor,  entitled  to 
priority,  and  proceeding  to  enforce  payment  of  a debt  really  due,  which  I 
saw  no  good  reason  to  question,  it  was  undoubtedly  competent  to  him  to 
become  the  purchaser  at  a fair  open  sale  of  the  goods,  conducted  as  is 
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usual  in  such  cases ; and  if  being  a relative  or  friend  of  the  debtor,  or  for 
any  cause,  he  chose  so  far  to  favor  hira  as  to  allow  the  goods  to  continue 
in  his  possession  and  to  be  used  by  him,  either  for  a compensation  or 
purely  as  an  act  of  kindness,  that  there  was  no  objection  in  law  to  his 
doing  so ; that  the  goods  remaining  in  the  debtor’s  hands  under  such 
circumstances  would  not  be  subject  to  seizure  on  a subsequent  execution, 
because  they  would  be  Servos’  goods,  not  Lockhart’s ; that  nobody 
could  be  injured  by  such  an  arrangement,  and  that  similar  transactions 
had  been  upheld  in  other  cases  (a).  But  I told  the  jury  also,  that 
what  was  complained  of  here  was  that  this  was  believed  to  be  a mere 
contrivance,  not  with  the  intention  that  Servos  should  really  be  paid  his 
debt  by  means  of  it,  or  become  really  the  owner  of  the  goods,  but  that 
the  cognovit  which  had  in  so  unusual  a manner  been  taken  out  and  acted 
upon  in  his  name,  but  without  his  previous  authority  (for  so  it  appeared), 
should  be  made  use  of  to  serve  the  debtor’s  purposes  and  not  the  credi- 
tors’, and  to  put  a large  amount  of  valuable  furniture  and  all  the  goods  he 
possessed  out  of  the  reach  of  other  creditors  by  means  of  a pretended  sale, 
which  was  not  to  be  so  conducted  as  to  render  it  likely  that  the  goods  might 
get  into  the  hand  of  strangers,  who  should  pay  the  value  for  them  ; in 
which  case  a surplus  might  have  been  produced  for  the  other  creditors,  or 
a portion  of  them  only  need  have  been  sold  to  cover  the  execution.  It  was 
proved  that  Mr.  Servos  assented  to  what  had  been  done  when  it  was 
communicated  to  him.  I instructed  the  jury  that  they  should  find  for 
the  plaintiff,  or  for  the  defendant,  according  as  they  did  or  did  not  think 
that  the  sale  on  Servos’  execution  was  a bona  fide  transaction  at  the  suit 
of  a creditor  proceeding  to  enforce  payment  of  his  debt,  in  good  faith,  not 
with  any  fraudulent  view,  or  upon  any  secret  understanding  or  contrivance 
entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  or  delaying  other  creditors.  I 
remarked  that  such  transactions  between  a debtor  and  one  of  his  cre- 
ditors should  be  looked  on  with  much  jealousy,  especially  when  it  was 
avowed  that  the  object  earnestly  sought  was  to  defeat  a creditor  whose 
execution  was  known  to  be  impending  ; and,  for  my  own  part,  I confess, 
the  very  writing  alone  demising  all  the  goods  gave*^  me  such  an  impression 
against  the  fairness  of  the  plaintiff’s  case  as  I should  have  found  it  diffi- 
cult to  get  over,  it  I had  been  one  of  the  jury.  But  there  were  other 
things  that  ought  to  have  weighed  much  with  the  jury  j and  I dare  say 
they  did.  Of  the  very  few  persons  that  repaired  to  Mr.  Lockhart’s  house 
and  were  present  at  the  sale,  some  were  personally  requested  by  the 
sheriff  to  go  there,  and  he  explained  his  reason  to  be  that  he  was  aware 
that  there  was  an  impression  abroad  that  it  was  to  be  a mere  collusive 
sale,  and  therefore  he  wished  to  have  some  persons  unconnected  with  the 
matter  there,  blow,  if  the  sheriff  were  conscious  that  anything  had  been 
done  or  omitted,  which  could  give  rise  to  the  impression  he  spoke  of,  the 
best  and  most  natural  way  for  dissipating  the  suspicion  would  have  been 
not  to  have  held  the  sale  at  the  earliest  possible  moment,  which  is  hardly 
ever  done,  but  to  have  taken  care  that  those  creditors  who  had  an  interest 
in  the  value  of  these  goods,  after  Servos  should  be  satisfied,  should  not 
have  had  it  in  their  power  to  say  that  all  was  not  as  openly  transacted 
on  this  occasion  as  on  others,  and  that  they  had  not  every  opportunity  of 
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protecting  their  own  interests.  The  sheriff  asking  two  or  three  persons, 
such  as  he  happened  to  meet  on  the  day  of  the  sale,  to  go  to  the  house, 
was  not  taking  the  best  steps  for  removing  all  suspicion.  If  the  goods 
had  been  openly  sold  in  the  face  of  the  public  at  the  market,  or  the  court 
house,  or  at  the  sheriff’s  office,  as  is  often  done ; or,  if  the  furniture, 
which  was  of  a costly  description,  had  been  even  brought  out  of  the 
several  rooms  and  sold  at  the  outer  door,  or  in  the  hall,  one  would  have 
felt  more  assured  that  the  interests  of  these  defendants  and  of  other  cre- 
ditors had  not  been  trifled  with.  Few  persons,  unless  it  was  their  object 
to  oblige  the  debtor  himself,  would  willingly  go  into  the  well  furnished 
house  of  a gentleman  in  order  to  bid  for  his  goods  upon  an  execution, 
while  he  and  his  family  were  still  occupying  the  house  as  usual,and  while  all 
his  furniture  stood  in  its  place  undisturbed.  The  course  of  the  sale,  and 
the  very  unusual  arrangement  that  followed  it,  taken  in  connection  with 
the  manner  of  taking  and  acting  upon  the  cognovit,  seemed  to  indicate 
that  all  was  done  with  a view  to  such  an  arrangement,  and  without  any 
fair  and  just  consideration  of  the  rights  of  others  and  I thought  that  the 
transaction  did  not  stand  on  a satisfactory  ground.  The  verdict  seemed 
to  me,  at  the  time,  to  be  a just  one.  With  regard  to  the  affidavits  now 
relied  upon  as  affording  grounds  for  a new  trial,  t^hat  of  the  plaintiff  Servos 
is  strong  certainly,  and  so,  indeed,  are  several  of  the  others  ; and  if  we 
were  at  liberty  to  try  the  case  again,  as  it  were  upon  these  affidavits,  we 
might  perhaps,  if  they  should  not  be  satisfactorily  answered,  be  strongly 
inclined  to  believe  that,  as  regarded  the  sale  and  the  arrangement  that 
followed  it,  all  was  fairly  intended,  though  it  might  not  have  beon  fairly 
carried  into  effect.  But,  unless  under  some  such  unusual  circumstances 
as  are  not  shewm  here,  we  cannot,  after  a cause  has  been  fully  and 
fairly  tried  upon  all  the  testimony  that  the  parties  desired  to  offer,  grant 
a new  trial  merely  to  afford  the  losing  party  an  opportunity,  after  he  has 
heard  his  opponent’s  evidence,  to  make  out  a new  and  better  case.  It 
was  well  known  what  was  the  question  of  fact  to  be  tried  ; and  a party  is 
not  allowed  in  his  option  to  forbear  offering  any  evidence  that  it  may  bo 
in  his  power  to  procure,  and  then,  when  the  verdict  has  gone  against  him, 
to  bring  forward  such  evidence  as  the  ground  of  giving  him  a new  trial. 
Ho  reason  appears  why  any  or  all  of  the  persons  who  make  these  affi- 
davits should  not  have  been  examined  at  the  trial,  if  they  had  any  material 
evidence  to  offer.  Quite  too  much  importance  is  attached  to  the  alleged 
inaccuracy  of  the  sheriff’s  evidence,  in  regard  to  the  payment  over  of  a 
small  surplus  arising  from  the  sale.  He  swore  that  he  thought  he  had 
paid  this  over  to  Mr.  Hall,  or  to  Mr.  Lockhart,  but  was  not  sure.  As  this 
was  a sum  remaining  in  his  hands,  after  deducting  his  charges,  from  the 
small  sum  bid  by  others  than  Servos’  agent  at  the  sale,  it  ought,  of 
course,  to  have  gone  into  Servos’  hands  towards  payment  of  his  debt ; and 
I remarked  to  the  jury  that,  if  it  had  indeed  been  paid  into  the  hands  of 
Mr.  Lockhart,  instead  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  fi.  fa.,  it  would  seem  a strange 
and  very  suspicious  circumstance.  This  however  was  but  one  circum- 
stance of  several ; and  I was  careful  to  state  to  the  jury  that  the  sheriff' 
did  not  speak  positively  as  to  the  fact.  It  seems  the  sheriff  has  ascer- 
tained since  the  trial  that  the  small  balance  spoken  of  (not  more  than  a 
pound  or  two)  was  paid  by  him  to  Mr.  Servos,  and  not  to  Mr.  Lockhart 
-or  any  one  else  ; and  so  far,  a circumstance,  which  was  spoken  of  as 
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throwing  suspicion  on  the  sale,  turns  out  to  be  unfounded.  But  the 
main  features  of  the  transaction,  as  they  appeared  at  the  trial,  cannot 
therefore  be  put  out  of  view.  It  was  upon  the  written  lease,  and  upon 
Mr.  Hall’s  own  account  of  the  transaction,  in  which  he  was  the  chief 
agent,  that  I formed  the  opinion  of  it  which  I expressed — that  opinion 
would  have  been  the  same  if  nothing  had  been  said  respecting  the  small 
sum  of  money  referred  to  ; and  the  jury  should,  as  we  think,  have  given 
the  verdict  which  they  did  upon  the  other  evidence  which  was  before 
them. 

Rule  refused. 


Clarke  v.  Serricks.- 

; Where  the  defendant  had  agreed  verbally  to  let  to  the  plaintiff  a certain  shop 
and  premises  for  a year,  to  commence  at  a future  day,  and  on  the  day  the 
, ' defendant  put  the  plaintiff  in  possession  of  part  of  the  demised  premises,  but 
^ could  not  give  him  the  possession  of  the  residue,  in  consequence  of  which  the 

;•  plaintiff  suffered  a loss,  and  he  brought  an  action  against  the  defendant  on  the 

s agreement — Held  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  and  that  the  defendant 

^ could  not  successfully  object  that  the  agreement  was  void  within  the  Statute  of 

f'  Frauds. 


t 
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Special  Assumpit.  The  plaintiff  declares  that  he  was  a hatter,  and 
carried  on  the  business  of  making  hats  and  caps  ; that  on  the  15th  January, 
1845,  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  a certain  shop  and  premises  on  the 
east  side  of  Front  Street, jin  the  town  of  Belleville ; and  that  in  consideration 
that  the  plaintiff  had  then  agreed  to  become  his  tenant  of  the  said  shop  and 
premises,  for  one  year  from  the  10th  of  March  then  next,  at  a yearly  rent 
of  £20,  the  defendant  did,  on  the  said  15  th  of  Janur  ary,  demise  to  the  plaintiff 
the  said  shop  and  premises,  to  carry  on  therein  his  trade  and  business  for 
one  year,  and  then  promised  to  give  the  plaintiff  possession  of  the  said  shop 
and  premises  on  the  10th  day  of  March  aforesaid,  to  beheld  for  one  year 
&c.  The  plaintiff  then  avers,  that  although  the  defendant  did  on  the  10th 
day  of  March,  deliver  possession  of  part  of  the  premises  so  demised,  yet  he 
hath  not  given  possession  of  the  residue,  although  requested  so  to  do,  and 
he  states  a special  damage  in  being  obliged  to  procure  other  premises  for 
carrying  on  his  trade. 

Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

At  the  trial  the  plaintiff  proved  a verbal  agreement,  as  stated  in  his 
declaration,  and  that  on  the  10th  of  March,  the  day  when  he  was  to  have 
received  possession  of  all  the  premises,  there  was  another  tenant  in  pos- 
session of  part  of  the  premises,  who  refused  to  give  them  up,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  the  plaintiff  suffered  some  loss.  Upon  this  evidence  the 
defendant  moved  for  a nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  proved 
was  an  interest  in  lands  and  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  that  as 
it  was  not  in  writing,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  The  learned 
judge  reserved  the  point,  and  a verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  £8. 

Ross,  for  the  defendant,  obtained  a rule  nisi  to  enter  a nonsuit,  pursu- 
-ant  to  the  leave  received. 

J.  Hillyard  Cameron  shewed  cause.  The  defendant  in  this  case  has 
assumed  that  tho  contract  declared  on  is  one  so  clearly  within  the  fourth 
section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  being  for  an  interest  in  lands,  and 
also  not  to  be  performed  within  a year,  that  it  cannot  be  enforced  by 
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action,  as  it  was  not  reduced  to  writing ; but  the  defendant  has  not 
sufficiently  considered  the  effect  of  the  part  performance  alleged  and 
proved,  and  the  distinction  that  arises  between  the  second  and  fourth 
sections  of  the  statute.  The  second  section  gives  effect  to  verbal  leases 
for  the  term  of  three  ^mars;  the  fourth  section  requires  all  contracts 
relating  to  any  interest  in  lands  to  be  in  writing;  but  if  the  second  section 
allows  a term  of  three  years  to  be  created  by  verbal  agreement,  it  must 
allow  all  the  conditions  and  stipulations  with  reference  to  that  term  to  be 
created  in  the  same  manner ; and  if  one  part  of  the  contract  can  be 
recognized  and  enforced,  there  can  be  no  reason  why  all  the  other  parts 
should  not  be  also,  and  hence  the  effect  of  the  fourth  section  will  not  be 
extended  to  cases  within  the  exception  in  the  second  section  which  must 
be  determined  upon  under  that  sectioii  alone.  Here  too  the  agreement 
has  been  partly  performed,  and  the  plaintiff’  put  in  possission  of  a portion 
of  the  demised  premises,  and  if  this  action  could  not  be  maintained,  the 
contract  would  be  available  in  part,  and  inoperative  in  part,  under  the 
same  clause  of  the  statute,  which  would  seem  to  be  absurd.  He  cited 
Buller’s  HisiPrius  {a),  Edge  v.  Strafford  (b)  Lord  Boulton  v.  Tomlin  (c). 

Ross,  for  the  defendant.  The  case  of  Edge  v.  Stafford  cited  by  the 
plaintiff’s  counsel,  is  an  authority  strongly  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  for 
it  was  determined  in  that  case  that  the  effect  of  the  first,  second  and 
fourth  sections  of  the  Statutes  of  Fraud,  so  far  as  they  applied  to  parol 
leases  not  exceeding  three  years,  was,  that  the  leases  were  valid,  and  that 
whatever  remedy  could  be  had  upon  them  in  their  character  of  leases 
might  be  resorted  to,  but  that  they  did  not  confer  the  right  to  sue  the 
lessee  for  damages  for  not  taking  possession ; and  certainly  if  the  lessee 
could  not  be  sued  for  not  taking  possession,  neither  can  the  lessor ,be 
sued  for  not  giving  possession,  and  the  same  point  is  decided  in  Mechelen 
V.  Wallace  {d).  The  defendant  is  therefore  entitled  to  prevail  on  the 
leave  reserved  to  enter  a nonsuit. 

Bobinson,  C.  J. — A present  demise  for  any  time  not  exceeding  three 
years  from  the  making  of  it  need  not  be  in  writing  ; but  will  be  good  by 
parol,  even  though  the  term,  as  in  the  present  case,  is  to  commence  on  a 
future  day. 

Where  the  contract  sued  on  is  a mere  agreement  to  demise  for  any 
period,  however  short,  that  will  come  within  the  statute,  and  must  be 
proved  by  a writing.  The  contract  stated  on  this  record  is  clearly  a ^ 
demise  such  as  may  legally  be  proved  by  parol,  and  the  jury  was  satisfied  jl 
with  the  proof  that  was  given  of  it.  If  there  is  any  question  theiefore 
remaining,  it  can  only  be,  whether  the  contract  set  forth  in  the  declara- 
tion is  one  that  can  properly  be  charged,  as  arising  upon  the  demise  stated . 

If,  independently  of  any  demise  actually  made,  the  defendant  hadt 
merely  agreed  on  the  15th  January,  that  he  would  on  the  10th  of  March^,^ 
lease  these  premises  to  the  plaintiff,  and  put  him  in  possession  on  that  i 
day,  that  not  being  a demise  could  not  come  under  the  exception  in  the',I| 
second  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds ; and  being  a contract  relating 
an  interest  in  lands,  within  the  fourth  section  of  the  statute,  we  could  % 
know  nothing  of  it  until  it  was  proved  by  a note  in  writing  under  the 
signature  of  the  party  to  be  charged.  Jp 


(a)  177.  (3)  I C.  & J,  391. 


(r)  5 Ad.  & £].  356.  id)  7 Ad,  & E],  49. 


CLAEKE  V.  SERRICKS. 


537 


But  when  the  statute  permits  parol  evidence  of  a demise  to  he  given, 
we  must  assume  that  it  permits  such  evidence  to  be  given  not  merely  of 
the  term  granted  and  of  the  rent  to  be  paid,  but  also  of  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions ; otherwise  great  injustice  might  be  done  to  one  or  other  of  the 
parties,  by  treating  a demise  or  a stipulation  as  to  the  rent  as  absolute  and 
unqualified,  when  it  was  in  truth  otherwise,  hl^ow  here,  if  the  lease  had 
been  made  on  the  15th  January  to  hold  for  a year,  the  plaintiff  would 
have  had  a claim  to  the  possession  from  that  day ; but  it  is  averred  that 
this  lease  was  to  commence  on  the  10th  of  March,  and  that  possession 
was  to  be  given  then,  and  not  before ; and  the  complaint  is  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  even  then  obtain  possession. 

If  an  action  could  lie  on  any  parol  demise  for  a year,  because  the  lessee 
was  kept  out  of  possession,  it  must,  I think,  lie  in  this  case. 

The  statute,  it  is  true,  by  the  exception  in  the  second  section,  only 
saves  leases  of  this  description  from  the  operation  of  the  first  clause, 
which  would  make  them  only  leases  at  will ; but  by  such  saving  I con- 
ceive that  it  leaves  them  to  operate  fully  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  and  admits  parol  evidence  of  them  in  order  to  enforce  such  con- 
tract ; and  consequently,  although  the  fourth  clause  without  any  exception 
requires  a memorandum  in  writing  in  order  to  charge  a party  upon  any 
contract  concerning  an  interest  in  lands,  or  on  an  agreement  not  to  be 
performed  within  a year,  I think  we  must  except  such  contracts  of  demise 
as  are  clearly  within  the  saving  of  the  second  clause,  and  must  receive 
parol  evidence  of  such  contracts  for  all  purposes;  otherwise  a party 
might  be  compelled  to  perform  one  part  which  would  go  to  charge  him, 
and  lose  all  benefit  of  another  part  which  would  qualify  the  agreement  on 
which  he  is  charged.  Inman  v.  Stamp  (a),  appears  to  me  not  to  be  incon- 
sistent wdth  this  view,  because  there  was  no  demise  in  that  case,  but  only 
an  executory  agreement,  and  Lord  Ellenborough  said  he  would  even  then 
have  held  differently  if  the  party  had  entered,  because  that  would  have 
been  a part  performance.  This  defendant  did  enter  under  the  demise, 
and  enjoyed  part  of  the  premises  ; and  it  is  satisfactory  to  find  the  opinion 
which  I have  expressed  as  to  the  operation  and  effect  of  the  exception 
in  the  second  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  confirmed  by  the  decision 
of  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench,  in  Lord  Bolton  v.  Tomlin  (b).  It  was 
there  contended,  that  although  a parol  contract  of  demise  for  a term  not 
exceeding  three  years,  must  be  received  as  valid  under  the  exception  in 
the  second  clause  of  the  statute,  yet  that  it  could  be  received  in  evidence 
for  no  other  purpose  than  barely  to  constitute  the  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant ; in  other  words,  to  create  the  tenancy  ; that  no  special  agreement 
relating  to  an  interest  in  lands,  or  not  to  be  performed  within  a year, 
could  be  sued  upon  as  forming  one  of  the  conditions  or  stipulations  of 
such  a demise,  unless  such  agreement  could  be  proved  in  writing  as  the 
statute  requires.  But  Baron  Parke,  who  tried  the  cause,  received  the 
evidence,  being  a mere  printed  memorandum  of  conditions  of  the  demise, 
not  signed,  but  to  which  the  tenant  was  proved  to  have  verbally  assented. 
He  said  “ it  was  only  a qualification  of  a demise,  which  demise  was  itself 

valid  without  writing  under  section  second  of  the  statute  of  frauds.” 
And  on  the  argument  in  banc,  when  it  was  contended  that  the  only  effect 
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of  the  second  section  of  the  statute,  was  to  allow  the  mere  creation  of  the 
term,  Mr.  Justice  Patterson  remarked  that  that  argument  would  tend 

to  show  that  on  a tenancy  from  year  to  year,  created  without  writing, 
“ there  could  not  he  a specific  rent  reserved,  hut  that  the  demand  must 
“always  he  on  a quantum  meruit.”  Lord  Denman,  in  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  observes,  “ Leases  not  exceeding  three  years,  have 
“ always  been  considered  as  excepted  by  the  second  section  from  the 
“ operation  of  the  fourth  ; and  it  seems  absurd  to  say  that  a parol  lease 
“ shall  be  good,  and  yet  that  it  cannot  contain  any  special  stipulations  or 
“ agreements.  iNo  authority  is  or  can  be  cited,  to  shew  that  it  may  not ; 
“ on  the  contrary,  it  has  always  been  assumed,  that  a parol  lease  warranted 
“ by  the  second  section,  may  be  as  special  in  its  terms  as  a written  one, 
“ and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  law  is  so.” 

The  case  of  Edge  v.  Strafford  (a),  seems  rather  to  have  escaped  atten- 
tion while  the  point  was  before  the  court  in  this  last  case,  or  it  was  not 
thought  applicable.  It  is  not  remarked  on  in  the  argument,  nor  the 
judgment,  though  it  appears  from  a note  to  the  report,  that  Selwyn’s 
Msi  Prius,  2nd  vol.  p.  844,  was  referred  to  in  the  argument,  where  the 
j udgment  in  Edge  V.  Strafford  is  particularly  stated.  If  this  latter  case 
was  considered  by  the  court  before  they  pronounced  their  judgment  in 
Lord  Bolton  v.  Tomlin,  they  must  have  considered  it  not  to  be  at  variance 
with  the  doctrine  which  they  were  stating,  for  Lord  Denman  expressly 
declares  that  “ no  authority  is  or  can  be  cited,  to  shew  that  a parol  lease, 
‘‘  valid  as  being  within  the  exception  in  the  statute,  cannot  contain  special 
“stipulations  or  agreements.’’ 

In  the  case  of  Edge  v.  Strafford,  it  appears  to  have  been  holden,  “ that 
“ a verbal  agreement  to  take  ready-furnished  lodgings  for  two  or  three 
“years  was  valid  as  a lease,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  exceed  three  years, 
“ and  that  whatever  remedy  could  be  had  upon  it  in  the  character  of  a 
“lease  might  be  resorted  to  ; but  being  a contract  for  an  interest  in  land, 
“ and  consequently  falling  within  the  fourth  section,  which  requires  a 
“ note  in  writing,  no  action  could  be  supported  for  not  entering  upon  or 
“ occupying  the  demised  premises.”  In  the  language  and  reasoning  of 
Baron  Bay  ley,  who  gave  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  there 
is  certainly  much  which  appears  to  support  the  view  of  the  statute  con- 
tended for  by  the  defendant’s  counsel  in  Lord  Bolton  v.  Tomlin.  If  the 
two  cases  were  irreconcileable,  I should  choose  to  abide  by  the  judgment 
in  Lord  Bolton  v.  Tomlin,  not  merely  because  it  is  the  later  decision,  and 
a judgment  of  the  King’s  Bench,  but  because  I think  it  consistent  with 
reason,  and  that  to  hold  otherwise  would  lead  to  very  absurd  and  unjust 
consequences,  such  as  the  legislature  in  passing  the  statute  of  frauds 
could  never  have  intended.  But  when  the  facts  of  Edge  v.  Strafford  are 
attended  to,  and  the  preliminary  observations  of  Baron  Bayley,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  that  case  did  not  rest  on  the  same  grounds  as  Lord  Bolton  v. 
Tomlin,  or  the  case  before  us  ; and  that,  so  far  as  respects  the  points 
necessary  to  be  decided,  the  determination  in  the  one  case  can  be  no  guide 
for  the  others. 

When  a furnished  house  is  leased,  it  is  always  contemplated  and 
intended  that  it  shall  be  occupied.  In  Edge  V.  Strafford,  there  was 
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nothing  more  towards  constituting  a lease  than  that  the  defendant’s 
brother  came  and  looked  at  the  plaintiff’s  house,  and  said  that  it  would 
suit,  and  that  his  brother,  the  defendant,  would  come  and  take  it  at  a 
certain  day.  The  defendant  never  came,  and  it  was  for  not  entering  and 
occupying  according  to  the  verbal  agreement  which  his  brother  had  made, 
that  the  action  was  brought. 

There  was  nothing  there  but  an  agreement  to  take  an  interest,  which 
the  defendant  never  in  fact  took,  supposing  that  the  brother  was  shewn 
; to  have  a clear  authority  to  bind  the  defendant;  although  there  seems  to 
be  an  inconsistency  throughout  the  report  of  the  case,  in  sometimes  treat- 
ing what  passed  as  an  actual  demise,  and  at  other  times  as  only  an  agree- 
ment to  take  a lease. 

In  the  case  before  us,  there  was  a clear  demise  made,  valid  under  the 
statute  of  frauds,  and  the  plaintiff  entered  into  the  house  demised ; that 
clearly  perfected  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  and  made  it  a bind- 
ing contract.  We  must  then,  according  to  the  judgment  in  Lord  Bolton 
V.  Tomlin,  look  at  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  lease;  and  there  we 
find  that  this  plaintiff,  for  the  rent  which  he  was  to  pay,  was  to  have  pos- 
session of  the  whole  shop  and  premises  demised,  and  had  been  allowed  to 
tenter  into  part;  yet  that  there  was  an  apartment,  of  which  possession  had 
[ never  been  delivered  to  him  according  to  the  contract. 

Even  with  respect  to  leases  for  long  terms,  not  within  the  exception  of 
the  statute,  it  has  always  been  held,  that  the  question  of  what  is  or  is  not 
parcel  of  the  property  demised  may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence ; and  I 
can  see  no  ground  on  which  we  can  hold,  without  over-ruling  the  case  of 
Lord  Bolton  v.  Tomlin,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  on 
the  evidence  given  at  the  trial. 


Eule  discharged. 


Hodgkinson  V.  Donaldson. 


Where  in  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit  the  plaintiff  set  out  the  close  by  different 
■ abuttals  in  two  counts  of  his  declaration,  and  the  defendant  justified  under  a 
, right  of  way,  setting  out  the  abuttals  of  the  way  in  a plea,  and  the  plaintiff 
new  assigned  the  trespass  in  other  and  different  parts  of  the  closes,  and  out  of 
1 ■ the  right  of  way,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  a right  of  way  to  the  new  assign- 
- ; ment,  setting  it  out  as  running  between  the  closes  mentioned  in  the  declaration, 

• I but  did  not  state  that  it  'was  another  and  a different  highway  from  that  men- 
f tioned  in  the  plea  to  the  declaration,  the  plea  to  the  new  assignment  was  held 
I'  bad  on  special  demurrer. 

Ij  The  plaintiff  declares  in  trespass  for  that  the  defendant  on  &c.,  broke 
land  entered  a certain  close  of  the  plaintiff  situate  and  being  in  the  town- 
Iship  of  Grantham  in  the  said  district,  being  the  north  end  of  Lot  ISTo.  8, 
iin  the  second  concession  of  the  said  township,  and  described  as  follows, 
j[|that  is  to  say:  commencing  at  the  north-east  angle  of  the  said  lot  and 
t;the  north-west  angle  of  Lot  No.  7 in  the  said  concession,  thence  south 
^(seventy-five  links,  thence  west  two  chains,  thence  north  seventy-five  links, 
T ithence  easterly  two  chains  to  the  place  of  beginning,  and  with  feet  in 
™|walking  trod  down,  trampled  upon,  consumed  and  spoiled  the  grass  of  the 
Ijsaid  plaintiff,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  51.,  there  then  grow- 
^ ing  and  being,  and  also  then  and  there  cut  down,  prostrated  and  destroyed 
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the  trees  and  underwood,  to  wit,  twenty  oak  trees,  twenty  ash  trees, 
twenty  elm  trees,  twenty  pine  trees,  twenty  maple  trees,  twenty  walnut 
trees,  twenty  beech  trees,  and  twenty  other  trees,  and  five  acres  of  the 
underwood  of  the  said  plaintiff,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  20L, 
and  the  timber,  wood,  branch*^s  and  bushes  thereof  coming  and  arising, 
to  wit,  ten  waggon  loads  of  timber,  ten  waggon  loads  of  wood,  ten  waggon 
loads  of  branches,  and  ten  waggon  loads  of  bushes  of  the  plaintiff,  of  great 
value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  20Z.,  took  and  carried  away  and  disposed 
thereof  to  his  own  use  : and  also  then  and  there  broke  down,  prostrated 
and  destroyed  a great  part,  to  wit,  one  thousand  feet  of  the  fences  of  the 
plaintiff'  belonging  to  the  said  close,  and  thereby  and  therewith,  during 
all  the  time  aforesaid  greatly  incumbered  the  said  close,  and  hindered  and 
prevented  the  plaintiff  from  having  the  use,  benefit  and  enjoyment  thereof 
in  so  large  and  ample  a manner  as  he  might  and  otherwise  would  have 
done.  And  also  for  that  the  defendant,  on,  &c.,  with  force  and  arms,  &c„ 
broke  and  entered  into  a certain  close  of  the  plaintiff,  situate  and  being 
in  the  township  of  Grantham  aforesaid,  and  known  and  described  asfol- 
low^s,  that  is  to  say commencing  at  the  south-east  corner  of  Lot  hto.  8 in 
the  first  concession  of  the  said  township,  thence  west  ten  chains,  thence 
south  to  Lot  No.  8 in  the  second  concession  of  the  said  township,  thence 
east  along  the  said  last  mentioned  lot  ten  chains,  thence  north  to  the 
place  of  beginning,  and  with  feet  in  walking  trod  down,  trampled  upon, 
consumed  and  spoiled  the  grass  of  the  plaintiff,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of 
the  value  of  5Z.,  then  there  growing  and  being,  and  also  then  and  there 
cut  down,  prostrated  and  destroyed  the  trees  and  underwood,  to  wit, 
twenty  oak  trees,  twenty  ash  trees  and  twenty  other  trees,  and  one  acre 
of  the  underwood  of  the  said  plaintiff,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value 
of  20Z.,  and  also  then  and  there  broke  down,  prostrated  and  destroyed  a 
great  part,  to  wit,  one  thousand  feet  of  the  fences  of  the  plaintiff  belonging 
to  the  said  last  mentioned  close,  and  thereby  and  therewith,  during  ail  the 
time  aforesaid,  greatly  incumbered  the  said  last  mentioned  close,  and 
hindered  and  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  having  the  use,  benefit  and 
enjoyment  thereof  in  so  large  and  ample  a manner  as  he  might  and  other- 
wise would  have  done. 

The  defendant  pleads  to  both  counts  of  the  declaration  that  before 
and  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.,  there  was  and  of  right  ought 
to  have  been  a certain  common  and  public  highway,  into,  through  and’ 
over  the  said  closes,  in  which,  &c.,  and  butted  and  bounded  as  follows, 
that  is  to  say,  commencing  at  the  south-east  angle  of  Lot  No.  8 in  the 
first  concession  of  the  said  township  of  Grantham,  thence  sixty-five 
degrees  five  minutes  west  two  chains,  thence  south  seventy-one  links, 
thence  north  sixty-five  degrees  five  minutes  east  two  chains,  thence  north 
seventy-one  links  to  the  place  of  beginning,  for  all  the  liege  subjects  of  1 
our  lady  the  Queen,  to  go,  return,  pass  and  repass  on  foot  and  with  cattle 
and  carriages,  at  all  times  of  the  year,  at  their  free  will  and  pleasure, 
wherefore  the  defendant,  being  a liege  subject  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  and 
having  occasion  to  use  the  same  way  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c,, 
went,  passed  and  re-passed  on  foot  into,  through  and  along  to  the  said 
highway,  then  using  the  same  as  he  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid, 
and  in  so  doing  the  defendant  with  his  feet  in  walking  unavoidably  a little  i 
trod  down,  trampled  upon,  consumed  and  spoiled  the  grass  then  growing 
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and  being  in  the  said  closes  in  which  &c.,  and  because  the  said  trees  and 
, underwood  and  the  said  fences  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  before 
‘the  said  several  times  when,  &c  , had  been  wrongfully  erected,  and  were 
then  standing  and  growing  in  and  across  the  said  highway  and  obstructing 
the  same,  so  that  without  cutting  down,  breaking  down,  prostrating  and 
'destroying  the  same,  the  defendant  could  not  then  pass  and  re*pass  into, 
through,  over  and  along  the  said  closes  io  which  &c.,  in  the  said  highway 
then  as  he  ought  to  have  don^,  the  defendant  at  the  said  several  times 
when  &c.,  in  order  to  remove  the  said  obstructions,  cut  down,  prostrated 
■ and  destroyed  the  said  trees  and  underwood,  and  broke  down,  prostrated 
and  destroyed  the  said  fei  ces  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  and  took 
and  removed  the  said  trees  and  underwood  and  the  said  wood,  branches 
and  bushes  thereof  coming,  and  the  said  fences  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  to  a small  and  convenient  distance,  and  there  left  the  same  for 
the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage  to  the  plaintiff  on 
those  occasions,  which  are  the  same  alleged  trespasses  in  the  introductory 
part  of  the  plea  mentioned,  whereof  the  plaintiff  hath  complained  of  the 
defendant.  Verification. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  new  assigns,  that  he  commenced  the  said 
action  not  for  the  said  trespasses  in  the  said  plea  mentioned  and  therein 
attempted  to  be  justified,  but  for  that  the  defendant  on  the  said  several 
days  and  times  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned  with  force  and  arms  &c., 
broke  and  entered  the  said  several  closes  in  which  &c.,  and  committed 
the  said  several  trespasses  in  the  declaration  mentioned  in  other  and  dif- 
ferent occasions,  and  for  other  and  different  purposes  than  the  occasion 
and  purpose  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  and  in  other  and  different  parts 
of  the  said  closes  in  which  &c.,  out  of  the  said  supposed  common  and 
public  highway  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  the 
said  plaintiff  hath  above  thereof  complained,  which  trespasses  above 
assigned  or  other  trespasses  than  those  attempted  to  be  justified,  and 
this  the  plaintiff  is  ready  to  verify,  wherefore  he  prays  judgment,  and  his 
damages  by  him  sustained  on  occasion  of  the  committing  of  the  trespasses 
above  newly  assigned  to  be  adjudged  to  him,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleads  to  the  new  assignment,  that  the  plaintiff  ought 
not  to  maintain  his  action  against  him,  because  he  says  that  before  and 
at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.,  there  was  and  of  right  ought  to  have 
been  a certain  common  and  public  highway  into,  througli  and  over  the 
said  closes  in  which  &c.,  running  between  Lot  'No.  8 in  the  first  conces- 
sion, and  Lot  No.  8 in  the  second  concession  of  the  said  township  of 
Grantham,  being  one  chain  in  width,  for  all  the  liege  subjects  of  our  lady 
the  Queen  to  go,  return,  pass  and  re-pass  on  foot,  and  with  cattle  and 
carriages,  at  all  times  of  the  year,  at  their  free  will  and  pleasure,  whereupon 
the  defendant,  been  a liege  subject  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  and 
having  occasion  to  use  the  same  way  at  all  the  said  several  times  when 
&c.,  went,  passed  and  re-passed  on  foot  into,  through,  and  along  the  said 
highway,  then  using  the  same  as  he  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  afore- 
said, and  in  so  doing  the  defendant  unavoidably  committed  the  said  several 
' alleged  trespasses  above  newly  assigned.  Verification. 

The  plaintiff  demurs  specially  to  the  plea  to  the  new  assignment, 
because  although  the  same  in  its  commencement  professes  to  answer  all 
the  trespasses  set  forth  in  the  declararation,  yet  it  does  not  in  fact  answer 
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any  of  the  said  trespasses,  except  the  entering  the  said  closes,  and  for  that 
the  said  plea  does  not  shew  any  cause  of  justification  of  the  residue  of 
the  said  trespasses,  and  for  that  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  said  highway  is 
another  and  different  highway  than  that  mentioned  in  the  plea  to  the 
declaration,  and  also,  that  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  trespasses  justified 
were  committed  in  the  said  highway.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

H.  Ecdes,  for  demurrer. — The  plea  to  the  new  assignment  cannot  be 
supported  against  the  objections  urged  against  it  on  special  demurrer.  The 
defendant  has  justified  the  trespasses  in  the  declaration  under  a right  of 
way,  and  there  is  nothing  whatever  to  shew  that  the  way  pleaded  to  the  new 
assignment  is  a different  one  to  that  stated  in  the  plea  to  the  declaration. 
The  declaration  also  sets  out  various  trespasses  to  the  trees  growing  on  the 
close,  and  to  the  fences  of  the  plaintiff ; these  are  justified  in  the  first  plea, 
and  are  again  charged  in  the  new  assignment,  hut  in  the  plea  to  the  new 
assignment  the  defendant  professes  to  justify  all  the  trespasses,  hut  neglects 
to  justify  the  cutting  the  timber  and  taking  away  the  fences,  which,  having 
been  stated  in  the  declaration,  become  a part  of  the  trespasses  enumerated 
in  the  new  assignment. 

J.  Hilly ard  Cameron,  for  the  defendant. — The  defendant  has  justified 
all  the  trespasses  stated  in  the  new  assignment,  as  it  is  not  to  he  con- 
sidered that  all  those  matters  of  aggravation  which  might  he  treated  as 
substantial  injuries  in  the  declaration  are  to  he  incorporated  in  the  new 
assignment,unless  they  are  expressly  so  alleged.  The  plea  to  the  new  assign- 
ment sets  out  a way  different  in  its  abuttals  from  the  way  set  out  in  the 
plea  to  the  declaration,  and  it  is  therefore  sufficiently  apparent  that  this 
way  is  another  and  different  way  from  the  way  first  pleaded  ; and  the 
])lea  is  at  all  events  sufficient  to  the  new  assignment,  which  does  not  pro- 
fess to  rely  upon  the  closes  in  the  declaration,  hut  by  its  terms  should 
be  taken  rather  to  meet  the  particular  part  of  the  close  mentioned  in  the 
plea  j to  which,  however,  it  affords  no  answer,  and  it  is  therefore  had,  as 
an  insufficient  new  assignment. 

Robinson,  G.  J. — The  plea  to  the  new  assignment  is  demurred  to, 
and  the  defendant  on  the  argument  has  excepted  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
new  assignment ; hut  I am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff’s  pleading  is  not 
defective,  for  he  has  particularly  described  in  his  declaration  the  closes 
within  which  he  charges  the  trespass  to  have  been  committed,  and  his 
replication  clearly  in  its  terms  is  confined  to  those  closes,  and  the  plaintiff 
undertakes  by  it  to  shew  a trespass  committed  within  the  limits  already 
described  by  him,  and  at  the  same  time  not  within  the  highway  which  the 
defendant  has  averred  in  his  plea.  The  defendant,!  think,has  failed  in  his 
pleading.  His  answer  to  the  new  assignment  is  clearly  bad,  for  he  could 
not  have  entered  upon  either  of  the  closes  to  which  the  plaintiff’s  action 
is  confined,  by  going  only  into  a road  between  them  ; and  yet  that  is  the. 
justification  which  he  alleges.  His  plea  should  also,  I think',  have 
answered  the  cutting  of  the  trees,  if  we  are  to  consider  the  plaintiff’s 
declaration  as  alleging  that  the  trees  cut  down  and  taken  away  were  trees 
grov/ing  on  the  close,  which,  however,  is  not  satisfactorily  stated.  On 
the  first  ground,  I consider  the  plea  to  the  new  assignment  bad  \ and  for 
the  further  objection,  that  the  right  of  way  pleaded  to  the  new  assignment - 
is  not  averred  to  be  another  right  of  way  than  that  relied  upon  in  the  plea  ; 
for  if  it  were  the  same  defence  that  had  before  been  pleaded,  it  would 
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amount  only  to  pleading  the  general  issue  to  the  new  assignment,  which 
assumes  and  undertakes  to  shew  that  a trespass  has  been  committed  on 
another  part  of  the  close  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  to  which  the 
defence  pleaded  in  the  first  place  could  not  apply. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Peters  v.  The  President  and  Board  of  Police  of  London, 
Where  a Corporation  is  empowered  by  statute  to  enact  bye  laws,  and  to  impose 
a penalty  for  their  infraction,  not  exceeding  a certain  amount,  a bye  law  is 
bad  which  annexes  a penalty  to  an  offence  but  does  not  declare  its  amount. 

The  Corporation  of  the  Town  of  London  has  power  to  make  a bye  law  pro- 
hibiting the  sale  of  butchers’  meat  within  certain  hours,  except  at  the  public 
market. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  London  district,  on  a judgment 
on  demurrer  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

Replevin.  The  defendant  avers,  that  before  the  said  time  when  &c., 
by  a certain  act  of  parliament  of  that  part  of  the  province  of  Canada  for- 
merly called  Upper  Canada,  passed  in  the  third  year  of  the  reign  of  our 
Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen,  entitled  an  act  to  define  the  limits  of  the 
town  of  London  in  the  county  of  London,  and  to  establish  a Board  of 
Police  therein,  it  was  amongst  other  things  enacted  that  it  should  and 
might  be  lawful  for  the  said  Corporation  from  time  to  time  to  establish 
such  ordinances,  bye-laws  and  regulations  as  they  might  think  reasonable 
in  the  said  town ; and  also,  that  if  any  person  should  transgress  the 
orders  made  by  the  said  corporation  under  the  authority  of  the  said  act, 
such  persons  Should  for  every  such  offence  forfeit  the  sum  which  in  every 
such  order,  rule  or  regulation  should  be  specified,  with  costs,  to  be 
recovered  by  information  before  the  said  Corporation,  to  be  levied  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  offender.  And  the  said  defendants  further 
say,  that  after  the  passing  of  the  said  act,  and  according  to  the  form  of 
the  statute  in  that  behalf,  and  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on 
the  24th  day  of  February,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1845,  it  was  amongst 
other  bye  laws  and  regulations  enacted  and  published  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  that  behalf,  by  the  President  and  Board  of  Police 
of  London  aforesaid,  that  no  person  or  persons  should  sell  or  expose  for 
sale  in  the  town  of  London  aforesaid,  any  butchers’  meat,  corn,  wheat, 
peas,  barley,  oats,  flour,  meal,  bran  or  shorts,  vegetables,  apples,  pears, 
peaches,  melons,  plums,  butter,  cheese,  eggs,  lard,  tallow,  poultry,  game, 
farm  stock  or  other  animals,  whether  alive  or  dead,  fish,  hay,  straw,  boards, 
scantling,  staves,  shingles  or  lath,  except  rafts  delivered  on  the  river’s 
bank  at  any  other  place  than  the  public  market ; providing  always,  that 
nothing  in  that  bye  law  siiould  be  taken  to  prevent  persons  from  selling 
any  or  all  of  the  articles  above  mentioned  after  market  hours,  if  they  had 
stood  in  and  paid  the  market  fees  on  that  day,  and  had  been  unable 
to  dispose  of  them  in  the  public  market ; and  that  persons  so  offending 
should  be  liable  to  be  fined  in  the  discretion  of  the  Board,  and  the  fees  to 
the  clerk  of  the  market ; and  the  defendants  further  say,  that  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  26th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1845,  the 
plaintiff,  within  the  limits  of  the  town  of  London,  did  sell  and  expose  for 
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sale  butchers’  iheat  between  the  hours  of  six  o’clock  in  the  morning  and 
two  o’clock  in  the  afternoon,  being  the  established  market  hours,  without 
having  first  stood  in  and  paid  the  market  fees  in  respect  thereof,  or  offered 
the  same  for  sale  in  the  market,  contrary  to  the  bye  law  and  regulation 
above  recited;  and  thereupon  the  said  plaintiff  was,  upon  the  information  of 
one  Ezekiel  Whittimore,  duly  made  within  fifteen  days  after  the  committal 
of  the  said  offence,  to  wit,  on  the  28th  day  of  July  now  last  past,  duly 
summoned  to  appear  before  the  said  President  and  Board  of  Police  of 
London ; and  the  said  plaintiff  did  not  appear  to  answer  to  the  said 
offence  so  then  and  there  charged  against  him,  and  thereupon  upon  due 
proof  of  the  committal  of  the  said  offence,  was  convicted  by  the  said 
President  and  Boaad  of  Police  of  London,  and  fined  in  the  sum  of  11.  IO5. 
and  costs,  as  it  was  lawful  for  them  to  do  in  that  behalf.  And  the  said 
President  and  Board  of  Police  of  London,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  25th 
day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1845,  at  London  in  the  said 
district,  upon  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  conviction,  sealed  and  executed 
their  certain  warrant  directed  to  one  Peter  McCarne,  then  and  still  being 
constable  or  bailiff  for  the  said  President  and  Board  of  Police,  authorizing 
and  requiring  him  to  levy  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  plaintiff 
the  sum  of  11.  IO^l,  being  the  amount  of  the  said  fine,  and  also  6s.  9cZ. 
being  the  cost  of  the  said  warrant  and  the  summons  and  proceedings, 
besides  his  own  fees  on  the  warrant,  and  to  proceed  to  the  sale  thereof, 
giving  eight  days’  notice  at  least  of  such  sale,  returning  the  overplus,  if 
any,  to  the  plaintiff,  and  what  he  should  have  done  therein  to  make  known 
to  the  said  President  and  Board  of  Police  of  London,  on  the  8th  day  of 
September  then  next,  which  said  warrant,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said 
25th  day  of  August  w^as  delivered  to  the  said  Peter  McCarne,  as  such 
constable,  on  behalf  of  the  said  President  and  Board  of  Police  of  London, 
in  due  form  of  law  to  be  executed  ; and  the  said  Peier  McCarne,  as 
such  constable  or  bailiff  of  the  said  President  and  Board  of  Police  of 
London,  seized  and  took  the  cart,  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff,  for 
the  purpose  of  levying  thereon  the  said  fine,  costs  of  warrant  and  bailiff’s 
fees,  and  kept  and  detained  the  same  in  his  possession,  doing  no  unneces- 
sary damage  to  the  said  plaintiff  for  the  cause  aforesaid ; and  so  the  said 
President  and  Board  of  Police  of  London  well  avowed  the  taking  of  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff,  and  justly,  &c.,  as  due  for  a levy  of 
the  said  fine  and  costs  so  due  as  aforesaid,  and  which  still  remains  due 
and  unpaid,  and  this  the  defendants  are  ready  to  verify,  &c.,  wherefore 
they  pray  judgment  and  a return  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  together 
with  their  damages,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  cases 
made  and  provided,  to  be  adjudged  to  them,  &c. 

To  this  avowry  the  plaintiff  demurred  generally,  and  the  points  marked 
for  argument  were,  that  the  defendants  had  no  power  or  authority  to 
make  or  pass  the  bye  law  under  which  they  avow,  and  that  the  statute 
does  not  give  them  the  authority  they  assume  to  set  forth,  and  that 
therefore  they  cannot  justify  under  the  circumstances. 

Upon  this  demurrer  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  court 
below,  and  the  defendants  having  appealed  from  that  judgment,  the  case 
was  argued  on  appeal  by 

J.  Wilson  of  London,  for  the  appellants,  and 

Blake,  for  the  respondent. 
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Eobinson,  C.  J. — I am  of  opinion  that  the  bye-law  set  out  in  these 
pleadings  is  one  which  the  Corporation  had  power  to  make,  so  far  as  it 
goes  to  prohibit  the  vending  butchers’  meat  within  market  hours,  at  any 
other  place  than  within  the  public  market,  but  I think  the  bye-law  bad  in 
this  respect,  that  it  does  not  annex  a specific  penalty  to  the  offence,  as 
the  23rd  clause  of  the  act  requires,  but  leaves  the  amount  of  the  penalty 
within  the  discretion  of  the  Board  in  each  case  of  conviction,  and  without 
even  limiting  them  to  imposing  a fine  not  exceeding  30.i.,  which  the 
statute  requires  shall  be  the  limit  in  regard  to  ail  penalties.  The  opinion 
of  this  court  is  required  only  upon  the  validity  of  the  bye-law.  Eor  the 
reason  which  I have  given  I consider  it  bad,  and  that  therefore  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  tojuJgment. 

IJpon  the  principal  question,  whether  the  Corporation  has  power  to 
make  regulations  requiring  butchers’  meat  to  be  sold  only  in  the  market 
within  certain  hours,  I do  not  think  that  power  can  be  denied  to  them. 
Having  authority  to  fix  the  days  and  hours  for  selling  butchers’  meat,  that 
gives  them  authority  to  provide  that  it  shall  not  be  sold  within  certain 
hours  except  in  the  market,  because  they  could  clearly  restrain  its  being 
sold  at  all  within  those  hours  in  the  town;  and  the  only  question  would 
be,  whether  under  the  power  given,  such  a bye-law  as  this,  cpalified  as 
it  is,  would  be  so  unreasonable  as  to  be  bad.  The  Corporation  has 
besides,  by  the  concluding  words  of  the  21st  clause,  not  merely  authority 
to  fix  upon  such  days  and  hours  as  they  may  think  ft,  for  the  purpose  of 
selling  butchers’  meat  in  the  town  of  London,  but  also  “to  make  such 
“other  orders  and  regulations  relative  thereto,  as  they  shall  deem  expe- 
“ dient.”  This  is  a power  so  comprehensive  as  to  be  bounded  only  (in 
regard  to  the  object  specified)  by  the  obvious  restrictions,  that  they  can 
enact  nothing  repugnant  to  the  statutes  of  the  province ; and  admitting 
that  with  respect  to  a power  thus  delegated  by  the  legislature,  its  exer- 
cise must,  like  the  legislative  power  of  ordinary  chartered  corporations, 
be  restrained  vrithin  such  bounds  as  courts  of  justice  may  pronounce 
reasonable,  still  we  should  have  difficulty  in  declaring  the  object  of  sucli 
a regulation  as  that  in  question  to  be  unreasonable. 

We  must  have  respect  to  what  the  legislature  of  this  province  has 
been  in  the  habit  of  doing  in  other  cases,  and  to  the  use  which  has  always 
been  openly  and  notoriously  made  of  the  power  of  regulation  which  they 
have  conferred  in  other  instances  in  regard  to  this  same  matter ; and  we 
know,  that  so  far  from  its  being  looked  upon  as  unreasonable,  it  has  been 
the  constant  practice  where  markets  exist,  to  prohibit  the  selling  of 
butchers’  meat  and  some  other  articles  of  pro  vision,  except  at  the  market, 
within  certain  hours.  It  is  felt  to  be  for  the  common  convenience  of  the 
inhabitants  of  a town,  that  such  regulations  should  be  made. 

There  seems  to  be  an  omission  in  regard  to  this  town  of  any  recogni- 
tion of  a certain  market,  or  any  appointment  of  one,  or  any  express  power 
to  establish  one,  although  the  11th  clause  assumes  that  a market  house 
is  to  be  built. 

I infer  from  the  case  stated  and  the  arguments,  that  there  is  in  fact  a 
market,  though  how  it  has  been  established  is  not  stated  ; and  my  opinion 
that  the  Corporation  can  confine  the  sale  of  butchers’  meat  to  the  market 
within  certain  hours,  is  predicated  on  the  supposition  that  there  is  a 
market  to  which  the  regulation  can  be  applied. 
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queen’s  bench,  HILARY  TERM,  9 VIC. 

Macaulay,  J. — I am  of  opinion  that  the  respondent  is  entitled  to 
judgment  upon  the  defect  in  the  bye  law  in  relation  to  the  penalty.  Upon 
the  power  of  the  Corporation  to  make  the  bye  law,  I am  not  prepared  to 
give  any  judgment. 

Jones,  J.,  and  McLean,  J.,  concurred  with  the  Chief  Justice. 

Judgment  confirmed  with  costs. 


A DIGEST 

OF 

ALL  THE  REPOPTED  CASES 

DECIDED  IN  THE 

QUEEN’S  BENCH  AND  PRACTICE  COURTS 

FROM  THE  SITTINGS  AFTER  EASTER  TERM,  8 VICTORIA, 

TO  HILARY  TERM,  9 VICTORIA. 


ACCOUNT  STATED. 

, Ej^ect  of,  hy  Exemtor.^  An  admis- 
sion by  an  execator  of  a debt  due 
by  his  testator,  is  not  sufficient  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,  in  an  action  against  the 
oxecutor,  without  an  express  promise 
on  his  part  to  pay  the  debt  admitted; 
but  an  account  stated  by  an  executor 
of  a debt  due  by  his  testator,  which 
had  never  before  such  accounting 
been  ascertained  or  determined,  is 
sufficient  to  charge  the  execator  as  a 
substantive  debt,|without  any  express 
promise  to  pay — Watkins  v.  Wash, 
burn,  Executrix  of  Washburn,  291 

ACTION. 

Notice  of,  requisite  as  to  Place.^  A 
notice  of  action  against  a magistrate, 
must  distinctly  specify  the  place 
where  the  act  complained  of  was 
done. — Madden  v.  Shewer,  115. 

Notice  of,  for  seizure  of  Goods  for 
hr  each  of  the  Eevenue  Laws,  hy  an 
Unauthorised  Persond\  A seizure  of 
goods  for  a breach  of  the  revenue 
laws,  by  a person  who  is  not  an 
authorized  officer  of  the  customs  at 
the  time,  but  whose  act  is  subse- 
quently adopted  and  sanctioned  by 
the  collector  of  customs  for  the  part 
of  the  country  where  the  seizure  is 
made,  is  so  far  protected  by  the 
statutes  relating  to  the  customs,  as 
to  entitle  the  person  seizing  to  the 


notice  of  action,  &c.,  required  by 
those  statutes. — Wadsworth  v.  Mur- 
phy,  120. 

Notice  of,  to  Pi'incipal,  under  4 ^ 
5 Vic.  ch.  25,  sec.  67.]  A party 
arresting  another  while  engaged  ap- 
parently in  the  act  of  stealing  his 
property,  is  entitled  to  notice  of  ac- 
tion, under  4 & 5 Vic.  ch.  25,  sec.  67. 
— McDonald  v.  Cameron,  406. 

ADMINISTRATION  BOND. 

In  the  name  of  the  Governor,  may 
he  sued  on  in  the  name  of  his  Succes- 
sor.'] Semhle:  An  Administration 
bond  taken  in  the  name  of  the  gover- 
nor or  person  administering  the 
government  of  the  province  for  the 
time  being,  is  good  under  the  probate 
act,  and  may  be  sued  on  in  the  name 
of  any  succeeding  governor  or  person 
administering  the  government. — 
Metcalf  V.  McKenzie  et  ah,  103. 

Form  of  Action.^  In  an  action  on 
an  administration  bond  given  to  a 
former  governor  of  the  province,  it  is 
sufficient,  even  on  special  demurrer, 
that  the  action  is  brought  in  the 
name  of  a subsequent  governor. — 
Metcalf  V.  McKenzie  et  ah,  329. 

affidavit. 

Copy  of  Paper.  Title  of  Caused] 
An  affidavit  verifying  the  copy  of  a 
paper  “ that  it  is  a true  copy  as  the 
deponent  is  informed,  and  verily  be- 
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lieves,”  is  insufficient.  In  an  affida- 
vit in  a cause,  the  words  plaintif  dJidi 
defendant,  must  he  set  out  at  full 
length  in  the  title  of  the  cause. — 
Chafe  V.  Parr,  98. 

Jurat.  Commissioner.']  The  jurat 
of  an  affidavit  is  sufficient,  if  it  con- 
tains the  signature  of  the  commis- 
sioner who  took  it,  without  the  ad- 
dition of  any  words  shewing  him  to 
be  a commissioner. — Henderson  v. 
Harper  et  ah,  97. 

Jurat.  Commissioner.]  An  affida- 
vit of  debt  concluding  that  “ the  de- 
fendant will  leave  the  province  of 
Canada,”  is  insufficient.  The  signa- 
ture of  the  commissioner  to  the 
jurat  of  an  affidavit  is  sufficient, 
without  the  addition  of  the  words 
‘•'Commissioner,  &c.” — Brown  et  al. 
V.  Parr,  98. 

AGREEMENT. 

Sale  of  Land.  Rescision  of  Con- 
tract.] Where  the  plaintiff  had  agreed 
verbally  with  the  defendant  to  pur- 
chase a piece  of  land  from  him,  and 
having  been  let  into  possession  by 
him, had  made  payments  on  account 
of  the  purchase  money, in  money  and 
cattle,  and  the  defendant  afterwards 
sold  the  land  to  another  person, 
promising  to  repay  to  the  plaintiff 
what  he  had  received  from  him  : 
Held,  that  on  his  refusing  afterwards 
to  do  so,  the  plaintiff  could  recover 
the  amount  from  him  in  an  action 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered  and  for 
money  paid. — Hill  v.  Stanton,  149, 

Special  Agreement.  Common 
Counts.]  Where  the  plaintiff,  who 
had  been  let  into  the  possession  of 
land,  on  an  agreement  to  purchase 
contracted  with  another  tc  sell  him  a 
quantity  of  standing  timber  at  so 
much  a tree,  which  was  to  be  paid 
for  before  the  timber  was  taken  off 
the  land,  and  the  defendant  pur- 
chased the  timber  from  the  vendee 
after  he  had  made  12,000  feet  of  it 
on  the  land,  agreeing  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  in  the  same  manner  as  the 


vendee  had  done;  and  the  plaintiff' 
having  failed  in  making  his  pay- 
ments for  the  land,  the  defendan 
became  tbe  purchaser  in  fee  from 
his  vendor,  and  then  refusing  to  pay 
for  the  timber,  the  plaintiff  sued  him 
for  its  value  as  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  and  the  judge  at  the  trial 
directed  the  jury  that  the  action 
should  have  been  brought  on  the 
special  agreement,  but  they  notwith- 
standing found  a verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  : the  court  refused  to  grant 
a new  trial,  as  substantial  justice  had 
been  done  between  the  parties,  and 
the  defendant  was  not  allowed  to 
raise  an  objection  in  banc  that  the 
action  was  not  maintainable,  as  he 
was  the  owner  of  the  land,  as  he  had 
not  raised  that  point  at  the  trial.-— 
McMahon  v.  Campbell,  158, 

Discharge  from  License.]  The 
plaintiff  declared  in  assumpsit  on  an 
agreement  with  the  defendant  to 
make  100,000  bricks,  and  then 
averred  that  he  had  made  68,000  of 
them.,  and  prepared  in  part  30,000 
more,  but  that  the  defendant  would 
not  allow  him  to  complete  them,  but 
absolutely  discharged,  hindered  and 
prevented  him  from  doing  so.  The 
defendant  pleaded,  first,  that  the 
plaintiff  entered  upon  a close  of  the 
defendant  to  complete  the  work 
there,  and  that  the  defendant  pre- 
vented him  as  he  lawfully  might, 
'which  was  the  same  hindering  and 
preventing  ; and,  secondly,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  making  the  bricks  upon 
a close  of  the  defendant,  and  had 
made  68,000  of  them  in  so  bad  and 
unskilful  a manner,  and  was  proceed- 
ing to  make  the  rest  in  the  same  way, 
and  that  therefore  the  defendant  did 
then  forbid,  hinder  and  prevent  him 
from  making  the  residue,  which  is 
the  same  hindering  and  preventing, 
&c.  The  plaintiff  replied  leave  and 
license  to  the  first  plea,and  demurred 
to  the  second  ; and  the  defendant 
demurred  to  the  replication  of  license : 
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Held,  that  both  pleas  were  bad,  be- 
cause pleaded  to  the  whole  declara- 
tion, and  not  answeringthec^  wc/iar^e, 
and  that  the  replication  of  leave 
and  licence  was  good — Toleman  v. 
Crew,  186. 

AMEMDMENT. 

At  Nisi  Prius.]  Costs.  Where 
in  trover  for  a waggon,  the  evidence 
clearly  established  that  the  matter 
in  dispute  was  not  the  waggon,  but 
two  of  its  wheels,  and  the  plaintift 
obtained  leave  to  amend  his  decla- 
ration at  nisi  prius,  by  adding  the 
wheels,  but  the  amendment  was  not 
in  fact  made,  and  the  jury  gave  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  fifteen 
shillings  ; the  court,  on  making  a 
rule  absolute  for  a new  trial,  without 
costs,  against  which  no  cause  was 
shewn,  held,  that  in  such  a case  the 
amendment  at  nisi  prius  should  have 
been  made  only  on  payment  of  costs. 
— Madill  V.  Chilvers,  269. 

After  Judgment  on  Demurrer.^ 
Where  upon^  the  argument  of  a 
general  demurrer  to  a declaration, 
several  objections  were  raised,  which 
the  court  intimated  were  not  bad  in 
substance,  but  might  have  been  sus- 
tained if  specially  assigned ; and 
judgment  having,  however,  been 
given  in  favour  of  the  demurrer,  the 
plaintiff  amended  and  filed  a new 
declaration,  which  was  open  to  seve- 
ral of  the  same  cbjections  as  had 
been  urged  on  general  demurrer ; 
but  which  the  defendant  then  object- 
specially : and  on  the  argument 
it  was  suggested  to  the  plaintiff’s 
counsel  to  amend  ; but  he  did  not  do 
so,  and  the  court  afterwards  gave 
judgment  against  him.  He  was 
subsequently  refused  leave  to  amend. 
— Metcalfe  v.  McKenzie,  et  al  404. 

AEBITEATIOK. 

Award  of  diferenf  matters  at  dif- 
ferent times^  under  the  same  submis- 
son,ioithinspeciUedperiod.'\  Where 
in  debt  on  bond  conditioned  for  the 


performance  of  an  award  on  a sub- 
mission of  all  matters  in  difference, 
the  defendant  pleaded  no  award,  and 
the  plaintiff  replied  setting  out  an 
award  on  one  subject  matter,  for  the 
payment  by  the  defendant  of  a cer- 
tain sum  of  money  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  averred  that  the  parties  had 
agreed  to  withdraw  all  except  that 
subject  matter  from  the  consideration 
of  the  arbitrators,  and  to  settle  the 
oth  er  matters  in  differenc^the  mselves 
but  if  they  could  not  settle  the  other 
matters  themselves,  then  to  refer 
them  back  to  the  arbitrators,  and 
that  they  could  not  settle  them 
themselves,  but  referred  them  back 
to  the  arbitrators,  who  within  the 
time  for  making  the  award  under  the 
submission,  awarded  on  the  other 
matters  in  difference  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff  also,  and  then  set  out 
as  a breach  the  non-payment  of  the 
money  under  the  awards,  to  which 
the  defendant  demurred  specially. 
The  court  held  the  first  award 
clearly  good,  and  semble  that  the 
second  was  good  also. — Baby  v. 
Davenport,  65. 

' Award.  Several  Issues.']  Where 
in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  the  defen- 
dant pleaded,  the  general  issue  and 
a set-off,  and  a verdict  was  after- 
wards taken  for  the  plaintiff,  subject 
to  a reference  to  arbitration,  with 
leave  to  the  arbitrators  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants  ; and  the 
arbitrators  awarded,  “ that  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  the 
plaintiff  had  not  any  cause  of  action 
whatever  against  the  defendant,” 
and  directed  a verdict  to  be  entered 
for  the  defendant  for  £20  lOs.  \d. 
Held,  on  motion  to  set  aside  the 
award,  that  both  the  issues  were 
sufficiently  disposed  of. — Townsend 
V.  Morton,  100. 

Pleading.  Several  Issues.  Costs  to 
abide  the  event.]  Where  a cause  in 
which  there  are  several  issues  j oined  is 
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referred  to  arbitration,  with  costs  to 
abide  the  event,  and  the  arbitrators 
award  a certain  sum  to  the  plaintiff, 
without  saying  anything  about  the 
issues,  which  are  not  necessarily, 
from  their  nature  determined  by  the 
award  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
award  cannot  be  supported. — Bern- 
ard V.  Strachan.  128. 

Making  the  Submission  a rule 
of  Court,  Enlargement  of  time^ 
Semhle : where  parties  executed 
articles  of  agreement  to  refer  to  arbi- 
tration, and  the  articles  contained  no 
clause  to  make  the  submission  a rule 
of  court,  but  by  a subsequent  instru- 
ment some  months  afterwards  such 
a clause  was  introduced,  that  such 
a submission  could  not  be  made  a 
rule  of  court  under  the  statute. 

If  the  time  for  making  an  award 
has  been  enlarged  by  the  arbitrators, 
such  enlargement  must  be  specified 
in  the  rule  of  court  on  the  submis- 
sion, on  an  application  to  set  aside 
the  award. — Thirkell  et  al,  in  re, 
173. 

Setting  aside  an  Award.  Refusal 
of  arbitrators  to  examine  witnesses. 
Where  one  of  the  parties  to  a re- 
ference requires  the  arbitrators  to 
examine  witnesses,  which  they  refuse 
to  do,  the  award  will  be  set  aside, 
although  it  be  shewn  that,  before 
the  submission  was  signed,  the  arbi- 
trators informed  the  parties  that  they 
would  Dot  allow  either  of  them,  or 
their  attorneys,  or  agents,  to  be  pre- 
sent at  their  investigations. — McMul- 
len & Cayley,  in  re.,  175. 

Interested  Witness.  Effect  on 
Award. Where  arbitrators  admit 
the  testimony  of  a witness  who  has 
a distinct  interest  in  the  matters  iu 
dispute,  and  afterwards  award  in 
favour  of  the  party  on  whose  behalf 
the  witness  was  examined,  the  sub- 
mission to  arbitration  containing  no 
consent  to  the  examination  of  the 
parties  interested,  the  award  will  be 


set  aside. — Davis  v.  Birdsall  et  al, 
199. 

ARREST. 

Afidavit  of  debt.']  An  affidavit  of 
debt  for  the  sum  of  £613,  stated  to 
be  due  as  a distinct  sum  for  each  of 
three  different  causes  of  action  ; but 
concluding  that  “ the  said  sum  of 
£613,  is  still  due  and  owing  to  this 
deponent,  by  thesaid Thomas Eccles, 
&c.,”  was  held  insufficient. — Barry 
V.  Eccles,  383. 

Discharge  of  prisoner  on  reference 
to  arbitration.]  After  an  arrest  for 
£613,  and  while  the  defendant  was 
in  custody,  all  matters  in  difference 
between  the  parties  were  referred  to 
arbitration,  and  an  award  made  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff  for  £140, 
The  defendant  was  discharged  from 
custody. — lb. 

Prompt  Application^  The  rule  as 
to  the  necessity  of  a prompt  applica- 
tion in  cases  of  irregularity,  is  not 
strictly  applied  in  the  cases  of  pri- 
goners. — Ib. 

Second  Arrest.]  Where  after  an 
arrest  set  aside  for  irregularity  in  a 
district  court,  the  plaintiff  arrested 
the  defendant  in  the  same  suit  on  an 
alias  writ  under  the  statute  j and 
the  defendant  then  removed  the 
cause  into  the  Queen’s  Bench,  by 
habeas  corpus,  for  the  purpose  of 
setting  the  second  arrest  aside  ; but 
subsequently  took  steps  in  the  cause 
in  the  district  court,  and  did  not  put 
in  special  bail  in  the  Queen’s 'Bench. 
The  court  refused  to  set  aside  the 
second  arrest,  and  ordered  a pro- 
cedendo.— Garfield  v.  Simons,  411. 

ASSAULT  AUD  BATTERY. 

Pleading.  Justification.]  Where 
in  trespass  for  assault  and  battery, 
wounding  and  kicking,  and  tearing 
the  plaintiff’s  clothes,  the  defendant 
justified  as  for  the  moderate  correc- 
tion of  the  plaintiff  as  his  servant, 
the  plea  , was  held  bad  on  demurrer,. 
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as  it  afforded  no  answer  to  the 
wounding,  and  tearing  the  clothes  of 
the  plaintiff — Michell  v.  Defries. — 
430. 

ASSUMPSIT. 

Special  A greement.  Common 
Gountsi]  Where  in  assumpsit  for 
work, labour,  and  materials, in  build- 
ing part  of  a house,  with  the  general 
issue  pleaded,  it  appeared  at  the  trial 
that  the  work  had  been  done  under 
a special  agreement,  the  terms  of 
which  had  not  been  complied  with, 
but  that  the  defendant  had  had  the 
work  valued  at  a certain  sum, having 
sold  the  property,  and  the  plaintiff 
then  left  the  work,  and  brought  his 
action ; held, that  the  action  was  well 
brought  on  the  common  counts. — 
Aitkin  v.  Malcom,  134. 

ATTOENEY. 

Admission?[  A solicitor  in  the 
sheriff’s  court  in  Scotland  is  not 
entitled  to  be  admitted  an  attorney 
of  this  court,  on  proof  of  service  for 
three  years  under  articles  in  Upper 
Canada,  under  the  provisions  of 
statute  7 Will.  lY.  ch.  15.— Macara, 
in  re,  114. 

Right  to  recover  Costs  on  Suits  not 
conducted  to  Final  Issue.~\  Attornies 
had  been  retained  to  conduct  some 
suits  for  a client,  which  they  carried 
on  for  a length  of  time  when  no  fur- 
ther proceedings  being  taken,  after  a 
lapse  of  several  years  they  served 
their  bills  of  costs : Held,  that  they 
had  a right,under  the  circumstances, 
to  retire  from  the  further  conduct  of 
the  suit,  and  to  require  payment  of 
the  costs  already  incurred.-Smith  & 
Crooks  V.  Graham,  138. 

Fees,  when  Plaintiff  in  Person.~\ 
Attorneys  suing  in  person  are  allowed 
in  this  court,  fees  for  the  same  ser- 
vices as  are  allowed  in  the  like  cases 
in  England;  but  an  attorney  who  is 
also  a barrister,  cannot  tax  a counsel 
fee  to  himself  when  he  sues  in  per- 


I son,  and  conducts  his  own  cause  at 
nisi  prius, — Smith  & Crooks  v. 
Graham,  268. 

Negligence.  Charge  of  Fraudu- 
lent Breach  of  dutyl]  An  attorney 
is  not  responsible  as  for  a fraudulent 
breach  of  duty,  for  an  erroneous 
opinion  given  to  client  on  a ques- 
tion arising  on  a will. — Alexander 
V.  Small  & Gowan,  298. 

Plea  no  Bill  delivered,  form  q/.] 
The  plea  of  no  bill  delivered  to  an 
action  brought  by  an  attorney  to  re- 
cover his  costs,  should  conclude  with 
a verification  : and  a plea  that  the 
action  was  commenced  before  the 
expiration  of  one  month  after  the 
delivery  of  any  bill,  &c.,  was  held 
bad  on  special  demurrer,  as  contain- 
ing a negative  pregnant. — Denison, 
one,  &c.  V,  Donelly,  394. 

AUCTIONEER. 

Sale  to  Vendee,  without  Notice.']  If 
goods  are  sent  to  an  auctioneer  to 
sell,  and  the  principal  afterwards  di- 
rects the  auctioneer  not  to  sell  them, 
but  the  goods  stil  remain  in  his  pos- 
session and  are  purchased  bona  fide 
by  a third  party,  who  has  no  notice 
whatever  of  the  revocation  of  the 
auctioneer’s  authority,  such  sale  is 
good. — Gunn  v.  Gillespie,  151. 

Purchase  of  goods  by  partner  of] 
Where  goods  were  sold  by  auction, 
but  not  having  been  taken  away  by 
the  purchaser,  were  aftenvardsre-sold 
at  a loss ; and  were  purchased  by  a 
person  who  was  the  partner  of  the 
auctioneer,  though  in  another  busi- 
ness totally  distinct  from  that  of  auc- 
tioneer; and  an  action  was  after  wards 
brought  by  the  auctioneer  to  recover 
from  th  e first  purchaser  the  loss  on  the 
re-sale  : Held  that  it  was  no  good 
ground  of  objection  to  such  action 
that  the  goods  on  there-sale  had  been 
purchased  by  such  partner  of  the 
auctioneer. — Clarkson  & Brunskill 
V.  Noble,  361. 
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Construction  of  recognizance  un- 
der 7 Vic.  cli,  31]  Under  the  re- 
pealed statute  7 Victoria,  ch.  31,  the 
recognizance  of  the  bail  was  not  for- 
feited by  the  non-payment  of  the 
condemnation  money  on  the  recovery 
of  judgment,  unless  the  alternative 
condition  in  the  recognizance  was 
not  complied  with.  The  legislature 
having  made  no  provision  in  the  act, 
by  which  the  statute  7 Vic.  ch.  31, 
was  repealed,  for  continuing  the  pro- 
ceedings commenced  under  the  re- 
pealed statute,  no  proceeding  can 
now  be  taken  against  bail  under  such 
recognizance, — Raidy  v.  Hall,  et 
ah,  276. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

Prohibition.  Stay  of  Proceedings. 
Substantial  damages-l  Where  on 
application  for  a prohibition  to  the 
Vice-Chancellor,  sitting  in  Bank- 
ruptcy as  the  Court  of  Review,  the 
court  were  about  to  order  the  writ  to 
issue,  when  the  party,  whose  pro- 
ceedings were  about  to  be  restrained, 
applied  for  directions  that  the  party 
moving  should  declare  in  prohibition, 
which  w’as  accordingly  ordered  by 
the  court;  and  afterwards  the  same 
party  applied  to  stay  further  pro- 
ceedings without  costs,  which  was 
opposed  by  the  plaintiff  in  prohibi- 
tion, on  the  ground  that  he  was  pro- 
ceeding to  recover  substantial  da- 
mages ; the  court  refused  to  direct 
the  proceedings  to  be  stayed. — The 
Queen  v.  the  Vice-Chancellor  of 
Upper  Canada,  92. 

Execution.  Seizure  before  issuing 
of  Commission.']  Under  the  75th 
clause  of  our  Bankruptcy  Act,  the 
1 08th  section  of  the  British  Statute, 
6 Geo.  IV.  ch.  16,  is  not  in  force  in 
Upper  Canada, 

If  a seizure  be  made  under  exe- 
cution, without  notice  of  a prior  act 
of  bankruptcy,  before  the  issuing  of 
a commision  of  Bankrupt,  the  sheriff 


may  proceed  to  sell  and  pay  over  the 
proceeds  of  sale  to  the  execution  cr<"- 
ditor,  though  the  commission  be 
placed  in  his  hands  befors  sale. 
When  a party  had  confessed  judg- 
ment to  a banking  institution  before 
the  passing  of  the  bankrupt  law, with 
theunderstanding  that  the  judgment 
would  not  be  enforced  so  long  as  he 
continued  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  a 
certain  sum  every  fortnight  : and  it 
was  subsequently  agreed,  after  seve- 
ral payments,  that  the  confession  of 
judgment  should  stand  as  a security 
also  for  notes  to  be  discounted  for 
the  party,  and  proceedings  having 
been  threatened  against  himby  other 
creditors,  the  bank  issued  executions 
upon  the  judgment  and  sold  : Held 
that  the  assignee  of  the  bankrupt  on 
a commission  issued  after  the  seizure, 
but  before  sale,  could  not  recover  the 
proceeds  in  an  action  for  money  had 
and  received  against  the  bank. — 
Maulson  assignee  of  Kissock  v.  The 
Commercial  Bank,  M.  D,,  338 

BARGAIN  AND  SALE. 

Registration  of  Deed  q/*.]  The 
Provincial  statute  4 Will.  IV,  ch. 
1,  sec.  47,  which  declares  that  it 
shall  not  be  necessary  to  enrol  or 
register  a deed  of  bargain  and  sale 
for  the  mere  purpose  of  passing  the 
laud,  applies  to  such  deeds  executed 
before,  as  well  as  since,  the  passing 
of  that  statute, — Doe  dem  Loucks 
V.  Fisher,  470. 

BOND. 

Pleading  'performance.']  Where  in 
an  action  on  a bond,  there  is  some- 
thing to  be  performed  according  to 
the  condition, after  the  making  of  the 
bond, it  will  be  sufficient  if  it  appears 
that  the  thing  must  necessarily 
have  been  performed  after  the 
malnng  of  the  bond,  though  those 
words  are  not  used. 

The  condition  of  a bond  was  to 
collect  and  pay  over  monies  : Plea 
that  the  defendant  paid  over  ail  the 
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monies  collected  without  shewing 
how  much  collected,  held  sufficient. 
— Denison,  one,&;c.,  v.  Donelly,395. 

Pleading.  Averment  of  extension 
of  time.']  In  debt  on  bond,  the  con- 
dition set  out  was  for  the  performance 
of  the  office  and  duty  of  deputy  she- 
riff for  six  months,  and  for  such  other 
period  as  the  sheriff  and  deputy 
should  agree  upon,  and  endorse  upon 
the  bond;  and  in  answer  to  a plea 
of  performance, the  plaintiff  replied, 
setting  put  that  the  period  had  been 
extended,  but  did  not  aver  that  the 
extension  was  made  during  the  pe- 
riod cf  six  months:  the  replication 
was  held  bad. — Hamilton  v.  Ander- 
son, 452. 

BYE-LAW. 

Penoltij  for  infraction  of.]  Where 
a corporation  is  empowered  by  sta- 
tute to  enact  bye-laws,  and  to  enforce 
a penalty  for  their  infraction,  not 
exceeding  a certain  amount ; a bye- 
law is  bad  which  annexes  a penalty 
to  an  offence,  but  does  not  declare 
the  amount. — Peters  v.  The  London 
Board  of  Police,  543. 

CAPIAS  AD  SAriSFACIEH- 

DVM. 

Ca.  Sa.  on  afidavit  fledpefore  In- 
solvent Act.]  A writ  of  capias  ad 
satisfaciendum  cannot  be  issued,  since 
the  Insolvent  Act,  upon  an  affidavit 
filed  under  the  former  law  at  the 
commencement  of  the  suit. — Sewell 
V.  Dray,  179. 

CASE. 

Negligence.  Carelessness  in  driv- 
ing. Effect  of  contract  to  carry 
safely.]  In  an  action  against  the 
proprietors  of  a railroad  car,  for  an 
accident  that  happened  to  the  plain- 
tiff, in  consequence  of  the  careless- 
ness of  one  of  their  drivers,  an  aver- 
ment in  the  declaration,  that  the  con- 
tract was  to  carry  sa/eZy,  is  supported 
by  proof thatfhe  accident  arose  from 
the  driver’s  want  of  care  and  skill. — 
Thompson  v.  Macklem  et  al,  300. 


Fire.  Question  of  negligence.]  A 
person  kindling  a fire  on  his  own 
land  for  the  purpose  ofclearing  it,  is 
not  liable  at  all  risks  for  any  injurious 
consequences  that  may  ensue  to  the 
property  of  his  neighbours. — Dean 
V.  McCarty,  448. 

Conspiracy.  Averment  of  Malice.] 
An  action  on  the  case  in  the  nature 
of  a conspiracy,  does  not  lie  against 
a,  person  for  supplanting  another  in 
the  purchase  of  goods,  v/hich  had 
first  been  contracted  for  by  the  latter 
party  ; and  in  every  action  on  the 
case  in  the  nature  of  a conspiracy, 
the  declaration  must  expressly  aver 
malice  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 
— Davis  V.  Min^  r et  ah,  464. 
COOYOVIT. 

What  a sufficient  Compliance  luith 
Rule  of  Court,  Easter,  9 Geo.  /F.] 
If  a cognovit  be  prepared  b}^  an  at- 
torney, and  his  name  be  endorsed  on 
it  at  the  time  of  execution,  it  is  a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  rule  of 
court,  Easter,  9 Geo.  IV.,  although 
the  cognovit  is  afterwards  executed 
in  the  plaintiff’s  counting-house, 
when  his  attorney  is  not  present. — 
Clarkson  v.  Miller,  96. 

COHSPIEACY. 

Pleading.  Averment  of  Malice, 
Case  for.]  An  action  on  the  case  in 
the  nature  of  a conspiracy  does  not 
lie  against  a person  for  supplanting 
another  in  the  purchase  of  goods, 
which  had  first  been  contracted  for 
bj^  the  latter  party;  and  in  every 
action  on  the  case  in  the  nature  of  a 
conspiracy,  the  declaration  must  ex- 
pressly aver  malice  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant. — Davis  v.  Minor  et  al. 
464. 

COEOHER. 

Poundage.]  A coroner  is  not 
entitled  to  poundage  on  an  attach- 
ment against  the  sheriff. — Duggan 
in  re  Coroner,  118. 

COSTS 

Of  the  Day  allowed  on  Notice  of 
Assessment.  Where  a plaintiff  gives 
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notice  of  assessment  of  damages  after 
judgment  by  default,  and  does  not 
countermand  his  notice,  nor  proceed 
to  assess  his  damages,  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  day. — 
King’s  College  v.  May  bee,  94. 

Of  Unnecessary  PleadingsdisaUow- 
ed!\  Where  separate  actions  were 
brought  by  the  obligee  against  the 
obligors  in  a joint  and  several  bond, 
and  the  pleadings  having  been  drawn 
on  both  sides  to  an  unnecessary 
length,  the  plaintiff  had  leave  to  dis- 
continue after  argument  on  demurrer, 
and  the  master  disallowed  the  de- 
fendant a great  portion  of  the  plead- 
ings, which  he  considered  had  been 
unnecessarily  pleaded;  the  court  dis- 
charged a rule  nisi,  obtained  by  the 
defendant  to  revise  the  taxation,  with 
costs. — Malloch  v.  Grier,  113. 

Preliminary  Objection.  Substan- 
tial Ohjectiond\  Where  a defendant 
moved  to  set  aside  an  alias  writ  for 
want  of  an  original  to  warrant  it,  and 
his  affidavit  did  not  shew  that  no 
original  writ  had  issued,  his  rule  was 
discharged  with  costs. 

If  a rule  is  discharged  on  a preli- 
minary objection,  such  as  an  errorin 
the  entitling  of  an  affidavit, &c., costs 
will  not  be  allowed;  but  if  the  objec- 
tion is  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  mate- 
rials on  which  the  rule  has  been 
moved,  the  rule  will  be  discharged 
with  costs. — Hughes  v.  Hamilton 
et  al.,  172. 

On  Amendment  after  Demurrer^ 
when  not  allowed.^  If  adeclarationis 
drawn  up  in  a slovenly  and  careless 
style,  the  court,  although  expressing 
an  opinion  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff, 
on  demurrer,  will  frequently  direct 
him  to  amend  without  costs. — Mur- 
phy V.  Burnham,  261. 

Of  the  Day.']  Where  if  the  jury 
were  sworn  in  an  ejectment  cause, 
the  defendant  objected  that  the 
jurata  was  defective,  and  the  judge 
being  of  that  opinion  discharged  the 


jury,  and  the  defendant  obtained  a 
rule  for  the  costs  of  the  day,  the 
court  afterwards  rescinded  that  rule 
on  the  motion  of  the  plaintiffs. — Doe 
demCrooksetUx.  V.  Cummings, 380. 

Full  Costs.  Suit  by  Attorney.  ] Where 
the  plaintiffs  suing  as  attornies  for 
the  amount  of  a bill  of  costs  pro- 
ceeded by  attorney,  and  not  in  person 
by  attachment  of  privilege,  and  as- 
sessed damages  at  a sum  under  £10, 
the  court  refused  to  allow  them  full 
costs. — Strachan  et  al.  v.  Bullock, 
382, 

Certificate.  Examination  of  witness 
after  Fer6^^c^.]  Where  on  the  trial  of 
an  issue  in  assumpsit,  and  after  the 
jury  had  rendered  their  verdict,  but 
before  any  other  business  was  pro- 
ceeded with,  the  learned  judge  ex- 
amined a witness,  to  prove  only  that 
the  cause  was  one  proper  tobe  tried, 
in  tlie  Queen’s  Bench,  and  there- 
upon granted  a certificate  for  costs  : 
the  court,  on  motion  to  rescind  the 
certificate,  held  that  it  was  properly 
granted. — Hancock  v.Bethune,  386 . 

COVENANT. 

What  amounts  to.]  Where  a co- 
venant was  contained  in  a lease  that 
the  lessee  should  erect  a building  on 
the  demised  premises  during  the 
term  : “Provided  always,  and  it  is 
thetrue  intent  and  meaning  ofthese 
presents,  and  the  parties  thereunto, 
that.at  the  expiration  ofthe  demise, 
the  buildings  erected  shall  be  paid 
for  at  the  valuation  of  two  indifferent 
persons  under  oath,  onetobe  chosen 
by  each  party,  &c.”  Held,onaplea 
of  non  est  factum  pleaded  to  a decla- 
ration treating  the  part  of  the  lease 
commencing  “provided  aPvays,”asa 
covenant,  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  recover. — McEattridge,  ad- 
ministrator, V.  Talbert  etal.,  156. 

Pleading  ^?^.]  Where  the  plaintiff, 
who  had  been  let  intothepossession  ■' 
of  land,  on  an  agreementto  purchase, 
contracted  with  another  to  sell  him 
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a quantity  of  standing  timber  at  so 
much  a tree,  which  was  to  be  paid 
for  before  the  timber  was  taken  off 
the  land,  and  the  defendant  purchased 
the  timber  from  the  vendee  after  he 
had  made  about  12,000  feet  of  it 
on  the  land,  agreeing  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
vendee  had  done  ; and  the  plaintiff 
having  failed  in  making  his  payments 
for  the  land,  the  defendant  became 
the  purchaser  in  fee  from  his  vendor, 
and  then  refusing  to  pay  for  the  tim- 
ber, the  plaintiff  sued  him  for  its 
value  as  for  goods  sold  and  delivered; 
and  the  judge  at  the  trial  directed 
the  jury  that  the  action  should  have 
been  brought  on  the  special  agree- 
mentjbut  they  notwithstanding  found 
a verdict  for  the  plaintiff — the  court 
refused  to  grant  a new  trial,  as  sub- 
stantial j ustice  had  been  done  betw een 
the  parties,  and  the  defendant  was 
not  allowed  to  raise  an  objection  in 
banc,  that  the  action  was  not  main- 
tainable, as  he  was  the  owner  of  the 
land,  as  he  had  not  raised  that  point 
at  the  trial-McMahon  v.  Campbell, 
158. 

Payment  of  money.  Breach.^ 
Where  the  plaintiff  declared  on  a co- 
venant for  the  payment  of  250^.,  by 
annual  instalments  of  62Z.  lOs.on  the 
1st  of  January  in  each  year,  until  the 
whole  sum  was  paid,  and  assigned  as 
a breach,  that  on  the  1st  of  January, 
1845,  the  sum  of  125/.  became  due 
for  two  instalments  in  the  said  cove- 
nant, the  declaration  was  held  good 
on  special  demurrer. — Thompson  v. 
Chambers,  191. 

Assignment  of  Breach  ^ Where 
in  covenant  on  a deed  in  fee  for  quiet 
enjoyment  against  all  claims,  the 
breach  assigned  was,  that  the  land 
sold  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  bar- 
gain and  sale,.free  from  incumbrances 
but  on  the  contrary,  15/.  was  then 
due  upon  it  for  arrears  of  rates.  The 
declaration  was  held  bad  on  special 
demurrer. — Wilson  v.  Rorke,  437. 


CASES. 

DE  INJURIA. 

Infringement  of  Patent.']  Where 
in  case  for  the  infringement  of  a pa- 
tent, the  defendant  pleaded  that  the 
invention  for  which  the  patent  had 
been  obtained  was  not  a new  inven- 
tion, but  had  been  publicly  used  and 
vended  in  a foreign  country;  to  which 
the  plaintiff  replied  de  injuria:  Held 
that  the  plea  was  a good  answer  to 
the  declaration,  but  that  the  replica- 
tion was  bad,  as  the  plea  was  in  de- 
nial of  the  right,  and  not  in  excuse 
for  its  violation. — Vannorman  v. 
Leonard,  72. 

DISTRESS. 

Principal  in  Distressf  or  Rent  can- 
not justify  as  Bailif.]  Where  a party 
assumes  to  act  principal  in  making 
a distress  for  rent,  he  cannot  after- 
wards justify  as  hailiff,  on  the  sub- 
sequent confirmation  of  the  party 
entitled  to  the  rent. — Lambert  v. 
Marsh,  39. 

DISTRICT  COURT. 

R emoving  proceedings  from.  ] Where 
after  an  arrest  set  aside  for  irregula- 
rity in  a district  court,  the  plaintiff 
arrested  the  defendant  in  the  same  suit 
on  an  alias  writ  under  the  statute  ; 
and  the  defendant  then  removed  the 
cause  into  the  Queen’s  Bench  by  ha- 
beas corpus,  forthe  purposeof  setting 
the  second  arrest  aside;  but  subse- 
quently took  steps  in  the  cause  in  the 
district  court,  and  did  not  put  in 
special  bail  in  the  Queen’s  Bench  : 
The  court  refused  to  set  aside  the 
second  arrest,  and  ordered  a proce- 
dendo.— Garfield  v.  Simons,  411. 

DIVISION  COURT. 

L iahility  of  Bailiff.  Notice  of  ac- 
tion.] Held,  that  the  bailiff  who 
made  a seizure  under  an  execution 
issued  on  a judgment  by  the  judge 
of  the  district  court,  under  the  Di- 
vision Court  Act,  was  not  liable, 
though  it  was  necessary  that  his  de- 
fence should  be  pleaded  specially,  as 
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thero  was  no  privilege  of  giving  the 
special  matter  in  evidence  under  tlie 
general  issue,  under  that  act,  or  the 
1 Yic.  ch.  16  ; but  quaere,  whether 
he  does  not  come  within  the  provi- 
sions of  the  English  statute  21  Jac. 
I.  ch.  12. — Davis  v.  Moore  et  al. 
180. 

Action  hy  Treasurer  of  District 
In  an  action  by  a treasurer  of  a dis- 
trict, under  the  Division  Court  Act, 
against  the  clerk  of  a division  court, 
for  not  paying  over  monies  received 
by  him,  it  is  sufficient  to  declare  in 
the  treasurer’s  own  name  for  money 
had  and  received  by  the  defendant  to 
the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  act. — Howard  v.  Wal- 
ton, 266. 

DOWEE. 

Casting  an  essoign.  Process  is- 
sued in  outer  district  f\  In  dower,  the 
tenant  cannot  cast  an  essoign  himself 
by  an  entry  made  in  his  own  name, 
but  it  must  be  done  by  some  third 
party.  Semhle,  process  in  dov/er 
cannot  be  issued  from  a deputy’s 
office  in  an  outer  district, -Hender- 
son V.  Stephens  et  al.  64. 

Outer  District  Proceedings  in 
dower  cannot  be  taken  in  an  outer 
district. — Amoit,  et  ux.  v.  Wood- 
cock, 119. 

Estoppel  of  Wifei]  Where  the 
nominee  of  lands  of  the  Crown,  be- 
fore letters  patent  issued  for  the  lands, 
sold  and  conveyed  them  away,  being 
at  that  time  unmarried  ; and  after- 
wards having  obtained  the  letters 
patent,  made  a new  conveyance  to 
the  same  party,  being  then  married; 
Held,  that  after  his  death  his  wife 
could  not  claim  dower  in  the  land, 
as  she  was  estopped  by  the  deed 
made  before  the  letters  patent  issued. 
— McLean  v.  Laidlaw,  222. 
EJECTMENT. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser.  DenialofTl- 
/Ze.]  Aperson  who  makes  an  agreement 
to  purchase  land  from  another,  and 


enters  into  the  possession  of  the  land 
unch  r the  agreement,  whichhesubse- 
que n tly  fails  to  perform, cannot  d efend 
an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the 
heir  of  his  vendor  for  breach  of  agree- 
ment, by  shewing  a title  purchased 
over  his  head ; he  must  first  surren- 
der up  the  possesssion  taken  under 
the  contract  of  purchase-. -Doe  dem. 
Mill  V.  Mill,  26. 

New  Writ  of  Possession i\  Where 
after  the  execution  of  a writ  of  ha- 
bere facias  possessionem,  the  tenant 
who  had  been  in  possession  moved 
to  set  aside  the  proceedings  for  ir- 
regularity, and  his  rule  having  been 
discharged, immediately  forcibly  dis- 
possessed the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff, 
the  court  granted  a new  writ  of 
habere,  the  first  not  having  been  re- 
turned by  the  sheriff,  and  ordered 
that  the  defendant  should  pay  the 
costs  of  the  application  within  a 
month. — Doe  dem.  Peck  v.  Eoe,  27. 

Landlord.  Estoppel.  Title  para- 
mount?^ Where  the  defendant  in  eject- 
ment defended  as  the  landlord  of  the 
tenant  in  possession,  and  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  proved  a mortgage  in 
fee  from  the  tenant  to  himself  but 
did  not  further  shew  the  tenant’s  title 
to  theiand,and  established  no  privity 
between  the  defendant  and  himself, 
and  the  defendant  having  shewn  title 
paramount  in  himself  to  the  land. 
Held  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover. 
Doe  dem.  Mathewson  v.  Ault,  31. 

Tenants  in  Common.  Actual  Ous- 
ter.'] In  ejectment  by  one  tenant  in 
commonagainstanother,ifitbeshewn 
that  the  common  consent  rule  has 
been  entered  into,  proof  of  an  actual 
ouster  is  dispensed  with.-Doe  dem. 
Clarkson  v.  Haskins,  75. 

Charitable  The  statute  9 

Geo.  II.  ch.36,  relating  to  charitable 
uses,  is  in  force  in  Upper  Canada.- 
Doedem, Anderson  V,  Todd  etal.,82. 

Nonsuit.  Non-compliance  with 
Judge's  order.]  Where  in  ejectment 
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by  a mortgagee  against  the  mortgagor, 
a judge’s  order  was  obtained  in  vaca- 
tion, staying  proceedings  in  the  cause 
until  the  first  day  of  the  following 
term,  and  the  attorney  of  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintifi  proceeded  to  the  trial 
of  the  cause,  notwithstanding  the 
order,  conceiving  that  the  judge  had 
no  power  to  make  it,  and  the  plain- 
tiff was  nonsuited  at  the  trialbecause 
the  defendant  refused  to  confess 
lease,  entry  and  ouster,  the  court  set 
aside  the  nonsuit  for  irregularity, 
with  costs. — Doe  dem  Ferguson  v. 
McCarthy,  141. 

Possesssion  under  Contract  tojmr- 
chase.  Failure  in  payments.  Right 
to  convey. ~\  Semhle.  Where  a party 
is  let  into  the  possession  of  land 
under  a contract  to  purchase,  and 
failing  to  make  good  the  payments 
for  the  land,  still  remains  in  posses- 
sion, such  possession,  although  it 
would  at  the  end  of  the  period  of 
limitation,  bar  the  vendor’s  right  to 
recover  in  ejectment,  if  there  were 
no  acknowledgment  of  his  title,  is 
not  in  the  nature  of  a disseisin,  and 
until  such  period  of  limitation  has 
expired,  the  vendor  has  good  right 
to  convey  without  first  recovering 
possession. — Doe  dem  Dettrick  et  al 
V.  Dettrick,  153. 

Taxes.  Sufficient  distress.'\  Where 
in  ejectment  by  a sheriff’s  vendee  of 
lands  sold  for  taxes,  the  jury  find  for 
the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  sufficient  distress  on  the 
premises  to  satisfy  the  taxes,  the 
court  will  not  set  aside  the  verdict 
and  grant  a new  trial,  although  it 
may  be  doubtful  whether  much  too 
high  a value  has  not  been  put  upon 
the  distress. — Doe  dem  Powell  v. 
Craig,  208. 

Sale  of  land  for  taxes?^  In 
ejectment  by  a sheriff’s  vendee,  of 
lands  sold  for  arrears  of  taxes,  it  is 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
recover,  if  it  appears  from  the  defen- 


dant’s evidence  that  there  was  not 
sufficient  distress  upon  the  laud;  and 
proving  that  there  were  some  few 
pieces  of  wood,  and  timber,  that  had 
been  cut  down  by  trespassers,  and 
left  by  them  to  be  prepared  for  the 
market,  on  the  lot,  is  not  sufficient 
evidence  of  distress  being  on  the 
land  to  prevent  the  necessity  for  the 
sale. — Doe  dem.  Powell  v.  Porison, 
201. 

Evidence.  Twenty  Years’  Posses- 
sion. Adverse  Claim.']  A deed 
made  by  a person  out  of  possession 
of  the  land  conveyed,  when  there  are 
persons  in  possession  claiming  the 
fee  in  the  land  adversely  to  him,  is 
void,  and  passes  no  estate  to  the 
vendee. — Doe  dem.  McMillan  v. 
Brock,  270. 

Registry.  Priority  of  Conveyance.] 
Where  A.  holding  land  under  a 
registered  title,  sold  to  B,,  whose 
deed  was  not  registered,  and  B.  sold 
the  land  to  C.  and  after  such  sale 
sold  it  again  to  D.,  who  registered 
his  deed,  the  deed  to  C.  not  having 
been  registered;  held,  that  C.  could 
not,  by  obtaining  and  registering  a 
release  for  a nominal  consideration 
from  the  heir  of  A.  obtained  priority 
over  D.,  as  C.  could  not  be  consi- 
dered, as  to  the  release,  as  a subse- 
quent purchaser  for  a valuable  con- 
sideration.— Doe  dem.  Major  v. 
Eeynolds,  311. 

Agreement  to  give  up  Possession. 
Notice  to  quit.]  Where  thedefendant 
had  gone  into  possession  of  land 
under  a demise  for  four  years,  which 
was  void  under  the  statute  of  frauds; 
and  before  the  expiration  of  the  first 
year,  the  plaintiff  told  him  that  he 
should  want  the  land  in  the  spring ; 
and  the  defendant  agreed  to  give  it 
up  then:  Held,  that  under  these 
circumstances  there  was  no  necessity 
to  prove  a formal  notice  to  quit. — 
Doe  dem.  Lynde  v.  Merritt,  410. 
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Nominee  of  the  Croion.  Estoppel.'] 
Where  the  nominee  of  land  from  the 
crown  gave  a bond  for  a deed  of  the 
land,  to  be  made  when  the  patent 
should  issue,  and  in  the  same  bond 
conveyed  the  land, and  covenanted  to 
guarantee  the  title  : Held,  on  eject- 
ment brought  by  a party  claiming 
from  the  nominee  under  a deed  exe- 
cuted by  him  after  the  letters  patent 
had  issued,  that  this  bond  gave  to 
the  obligee  no  title  by  estoppel.— Doe 
dem.  McGill  v.  Shea,  483. 

ESTOPPEL. 

Claim  to  Dower.']  Where  the  no- 
minee of  lands  of  the  crown,  before 
letters  patent  issued  for  the  lands, 
sold  and  conveyed  them  away,  being 
at  that  time  unmarried,  and  after- 
wards having  obtained  the  letters 
patent,  made  a new  conveyance  to 
the  same  party  being  then  married : 
Held,  that  after  his  death  his  wife 
could  not  claim  dower  in  the  land, 
as  she  was  estopped  by  the  deed 
made  before  the  letters  patent  issued. 
— McLean  v,  Laidlaw,  222. 

Assignee  of  Nominee  of  the 
Crown.)  Where  the  nominee  of  the 
crown,  before  any  patent  issued  for 
the  lands  on  which  he  was  located, 
by  deed-poll  conveyed  awaythelands 
and  all  his  interest  in  them  ; and 
afterwards  the  patent  was  issued  in 
his  name,  and  he  then  made  a second 
deed  to  another  person  : Held,  that 
the  second  grantee  was  estopped  by 
the  first  deed  from  claiming  the 
land. — Doe  dem.  Irvine  v.  Webster, 
224. 

Nominee  of  the  Grown.)  Where 
the  nominee  of  land  from  the  crown 
gave  a bond  for  a deed  of  the  land, 
to  be  made  when  the  patent  should 
issue,  and  in  the  same  bond  con- 
veyed the  land,  and  covenanted  to 
guarantee  the  title  : Held,  on  eject- 
ment brought  by  a party  claiming 
from  the  nominee  under  a deed  exe- 
cuted by  him  after  the  letters  patent 


had  issued  that  this  bond  gave  to 
the  obligee  no  title  by  estoppel. — 

Doe  dem.  McGill  v.  Shea,  483. 

ESTEEAT. 

Notice  under  7 William  IV.  ch> 

10  s.  8,)  It  is  no  ground  for  discharg- 
ing the  estreat  of  a recognizance  of 
bail,  that  the  bail  did  not  receive  from 
the  magistrate  who  took  the  recog- 
nizance, the  notice  directed  to  be 
given  by  7 Will.  IV.  ch.  10.  s.  8. — 

The  Queen  v.  Schram  et  ah,  91. 

EVIDENCE. 

Magistrate.  Commencement  of 
Action.)  In  an  action  against  a magis- 
trate for  an  act  done  in  his  magiste- 
rial character,  it  is  sufficient  if  it 
apper  by  the  nisipuris  record  that  a 
month  had  elapsed  between  the  ser- 
vice of  the  notice  and  the  filing  of 
the  declaration,  and  if  the  writ  was 
really  sued  out  before  the  month  j 
expired,  it  must  be  shewn  by  the  de-  I 
fendant.^ — Haight  v.  Ballard,  29.  | 

Ejectment.  Oertijicate  of  Mar-  ■ 

riage.)  The  certificate  of  marriage  i 

by  a magistrate  in  the  following  form 
— “I  do  hereby  certify  that  I have  ? 

this  day  married  A.  B.  to  C.  D.,  ac-  j 

cording  to  the  Church  of  England,”  } 

dated  in  1801,with  proof  of  co-habi-  i 

tation  and  reputation,  but  without  | 

proof  of  publication  of  banns:  Held 
sufficient  to  establish  the  marriage  1 
against  the  evidence  of  co-habitation 
and  reputation  of  marriage  with  |j 
anotherperson,aliveatthetimeof  the 
second  marriage;  defects  of  form  in 
such  cases  being  cured  by  11  Geo.  I] 
IV.  ch.  36. — Doe  Wheeler  v.  Me- 
Williams,  77. 

Bond,  Right  to  begin.)  ~WhQXQ  in  f 
debt  on  an  indemnity  bond,  the  ile- 
fendant  pleaded  that  if  the  plaintiff 
was  damnified,  she  was  damnified  of 
her  own  wrong, and  the  plaintiff  took  ' -i 
issue  on  the  plea,  and  did  not  assign  ^ * 
any  breach,  and  at  the  trial  the  | 
plaintiff  not  offering  any  evidence  to  ' 
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prove  that  she  was  damnified,  was 
non-suited, on  motion  for  a new  trial, 
on  the  ground  that  the  issue  was  on 
the  defendants, and  that  they  should 
have  begun;  the  non-suit  was  held  to 
he  right. — Hamilton,  Executrix  of 
Hamilton  v.  Davis  et  ah,  137. 

Seduction.  Extent  of  Examination, 
of  Witness.\  In  an  action  for  seduc- 
tion, where  the  female  seduced  has 
denied  on  her  examination  at  the 
trial, that  she  has  had  criminal  inter- 
course with  others  besides  the  defen- 
dant, the  defendant  can  only  he 
allowed  to  shew  in  answer  to  that, 
that  to  the  knowledge  of  his  wit- 
nesses that  statement  was  not  true  ; 
he  cannot  be  permitted  to  ask  them 
whether  they  had  themselves  had 
connection  with  her. — McMahon  v. 
Skinner,  272. 

Promissory  Note.  Admissions  of 
Holder  of  over-due  Note^  The  ad- 
missions of  the  holder  of  an  over- 
due note  are  admissible  in  evidence, 
without  calling  him,against  a person 
to  whom  he  has  subsequently  trans- 
ferred the  note,  in  action  brought 
upon  the  note  by  such  subsequent 
assignee. — Myers  v.  Cornell,  279. 

Production  of  Lease In  trover 
for  wheat,  repeated  and  claimed  by 
the  defendants  as  of  right  belonging 
to  them  as  an  away-going  crop,  after 
the  expiration  of  a lease  for  seven 
years, the  plaintiff’s  witnesses  proved 
a new  lease,  in  writing,  of  the  pre- 
mises to  a third  party,  from  the 
expiration  of  the  defendant’s  lease, 
but  the  new  tenant  swore  that  he 
had  no  right  to  the  wheat : Held, 
that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  produce  the  lease. — Bur- 
rowes  V.  Cairns  et  al.,  288. 

Proof  of  Marriage.  Ejectment. 
Production  of  Wherein  eject- 
ment, the  plaintiff’s  counsel  in  open- 
ing his  case  stated  it  as  a question 
of  legitimacy, and  that  the  defendant 
claimed  under  a will,and  the  defence 


was  conducted  without  the  produc- 
tion of  the  will,  as  if  the  statement 
of  the  counsel  had  rendered  that  un- 
necessary ; Held,  that  it  ought  to 
have  been  produced. 

Proof  of  marriage  by  reputation 
and  co-habitation  for  twenty  or 
thirty  years,  is  sufficient  in  eject- 
ment ; and,  if  the  presumption 
therefrom  is  to  be  rebutted,  it  must 
be  by  positive  testimony. — Doe 
dem.  Breakey  v.  Breakey,  349. 

License.  Fraud.  Denial Where 
in  trespass  the  defendant  pleaded  a 
license,  which  the  plaintiff  denied  : 
Held,  that  under  such  denial,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  go  into  evidence 
that  the  license  had  been  fraudu- 
lently obtained;  but  that  if  thefraud 
were  relied  upon  it  should  have 
been  specially  pleaded. — Slee  v. 
Graham  et  ah,  387. 

Trespass.  Proof  as  to  Time  and 
>^jpace.]Itis  no  objection  to  the  plain- 
tiff’s recovery  in  trespass,  that  the 
only  trespass  proved  was  committed 
on  a day  anterior  to  the  time  laid 
in  the  declaration,  and  if  there  be 
any  evidence  of  identity  of  the  pre- 
mises, the  court  will  not  grant  a new 
trial  for  want  of  sufficient  evidence, 
when  the  damages  are  small, and  the 
justice  of  the  case  is  with  the  plain- 
tiff.— Molloy  V.  Stansfield,  390. 

EXECUTION. 

Amendment. ~\  Where  a sheriff  re- 
turned ^ ‘goods  on  hand,”  to  a writ 
of  fi.  fa.,  when  he  had  in  fact  made 
no  seizure, and  the  plaintiff  issued  a 
ven.  ex.,  but  discovering  that  no 
seizure  had  been  made,  subsequently 
issued  another  writ  of  fi,  fa,  under 
which  the  defendant’s  goods  were 
seized,  the  second  writ  was  set  aside 
with  costs,  which  the  sheriff  was 
ordered  to  pay,  and  to  amend  his  re- 
turn to  the  first  writ,  in  accordance 
with  the  facts,  so  that  the  plaintiff 
might  issue  another  writ  against  the 
defendant’s  goods. -Lemoinev.  Kay- 
mondj  379. 
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Deceased  Partner,  Tenants  in 
Common, executor  of  a deceased 
partner  in  trade  is  tenant  in  common 
with  the  surviving  partners  of  the 
partnership  property,  and  the  sur- 
viving partners  cannot  sue  him  in 
trespass  for  a wrongful  sale  and  con- 
version against  their  will  of  the 
whole  of  the  partnership  property. 
— Strathy  v.  Cooks,  51. 

Statuteof  Limitations.  Admissions 
of  Debt An  admission  by  an  execu- 
tor of  a debt  due  by  his  testator^  is 
not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of 
the  statute  of  limitations, in  an  action 
against  the  executor,  without  an 
express  promise  on  his  part  to  pay 
the  debt  admitted,  but  an  account 
stated  by  an  executor  of  a debt  due 
by  his  testator,  which  had  never 
before  such  accounting  been  ascer- 
tained or  determined,  is  sufficient  to 
charge  the  executor  as  a substantive 
debt,  without  any  promise  to  pay. — 
Watkins  v.  Washburn,  executrix  of 
Washburn,  291. 

ELOUE. 

Seller  of  Flour  in  Barrels  not 
marked.  Penalties  over  £10.]  The 
seller  of  flour  in  barrels  not  marked 
or  branded  under  4 & 5 Vic.  ch.  89, 
sec.  23,  is  not  liable  to  the  penalty 
affixed  in  that  statute,  which  applies 
only  to  the  manufacturer  or  packer; 
and  magistrates  have  no  summary 
jurisdiction  when  the  accumulated 
penalties  are  more  than  £10.  When 
the  inspector  in  a corporate  town  is 
the  informer,  he  is  not  entitled  to 
half  the  penalty. — The  Queen  v. 
Beekman,  57. 

EEAUDS,  STATUTE  OE 
Acceptance.  Sigfiature  of  Clerk 
of  Auctioneer.']  The  signature  of  the 
clerk  of  an  auctioneer  on  behalf  of 
a purchaser  at  an  auction,  is  sufficient 
to  charge  the  party  purchasing, 
within  the  Statute  of  Erauds. 


'F  CASES. 

An  offer  by  a purchaser  at  auction, 
to  sell  to  another  person  the  goods 
purchased  by  him,  is  not  such  a deal- 
ing with  the  goods,  as  constitutes  an 
acceptance  of  them  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  Statute  of  Erauds. — Clark- 
son & Brunskill  v.  Xoble,  361. 

Plea  of  in  Assumpsit.']  In  an  ac- 
tion for  lands  bargained  and  sold,  a 
plea  of  the  statute  of  frauds  is  bad, 
upon  special  demurrer,  as  amounting 
to  the  general  issue. — Birdsall  v.. 
Darling,  401. 

Verbal  agreement  for  L ease. 
the  defendant  had  agreed  verbally  to 
let  the  plaintiff  a certain  shop  and 
premises  for  a year,  to  commence  at 
a future  day  ; and  on  the  day  the 
defendant  put  the  plaintiff  in  posses- 
sion of  part  of  the  demised  premises, 
but  could  not  give  him  the  possession 
of  the  residue ; in  consequence  of 
which  the  plaintiff  suffered  a loss, 
and  he  brought  an  action  against  the 
defendant  on  the  agreement ; Held, 
that  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  and 
that  the  defendant  could  not  suc- 
cessfully object  that  the  agreement 
was  void  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds. — Clarke  v.  Serricks,  535. 

EEAUDULENT  ASSIGXMEXT. 

Execution.  Insolvent  Debtor.'] 
Where  a debtor  in  embarrassed  cir- 
cumstances executed  a cognovit  in 
favour  of  one  of  his  cred  itors,  without 
that  creditor’s  knowledge,  and  the 
debtor’s  household  furniture  was  sold 
upon  that  execution,  and  the  creditor 
became  the  purchaser,  and  immedi- 
ately leased  the  furniture  to  the 
debtor,  at  a rental  amounting  to  only 
the  interest  of  the  money  for  which  the 
furniture  had  bean  purchased, giving 
the  debtor  power  to  retain  it  as  long 
as  he  pleased  ; and  not  making  any 
provision  for  deterioration  in  it,  and 
the  same  furniture  was  seized  in  exe- 
cution at  the  suit  of  another  creditor, 
and  on  the  claim  of  the  first  creditor, „ 
an  issue  was  directed  under  the  inter- 
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pleader  act,  which  was  found  in  favour 
of  the  second  execution  creditor,  on 
the  ground  that  the  sale  in  execution 
had  been  collusive,  the  court  refused 
to  grant  a rule  nisi  for  a new  trial  on 
affidavit. — Servosv.Tobin  etal.,  530. 
GOODS  SOLD  AND  DELI- 
VERED. 

Verbal  agreementtopurchaseland. 
Payment  in  Cattle  or  Money » Land, 
sold  to  another  person.']  Where  the 
plaintiff  had  agreed  verbally  with  the 
defendant  to  purchase  a piece  of  land 
from  him,  and  having  been  let  into 
possession  by  him,  had  made  pay- 
ments on  account  of  the  purchase 
money  in  money  and  cattle,  and  the 
defendant  afterwards  sold  the  land  to 
another  person,  promising  to  repay 
to  the  plaintiff  what  he  had  received 
from  him:  Held,  that  on  his  refusing 
afterwards  to  do  so,  the  plaintiff  could 
recover  the  amount  from  him  in  an 
action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
and  for  money  paid. — Hill  v.  Stan- 
ton, 149. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

Action  by  Wife  in  her  own  name.'] 
A wife  cannot  sue  in  her  own  name, 
while  her  husband  is  living,  for  wages 
for  services  performed  by  her. 

It  is  no  ground  of  nonsuit  that  the 
plaintiff  has  declared  by  a name  dif- 
ferent from  her  real  name ; it  can 
only  be  taken  advantage  of  by  an 
application  to  amend  the  declaration. 
— Murphy  v.  Bunt  et  al.,  executors 
of  Line,  284, 

Habeas  Corpus.']  Where  a wife 
had  left  her  husband  and  gone  to  re- 
side with  her  father,  taking  with  her 
her  infant  child,  of  about  seven 
months  old  ; and  the  husband  ob- 
tained writs  of  habeas  corpus  to  his 
wife's  father  to  bring  up  her  body, 
and  to  his  wife  to  bring  up  the  child, 
the  court  refused,  on  the  return  of 
the  father  and  daughter  to  the  res- 
pective writs,  that  the  husband  had 
ill-treated  his  wife  and  child,  to  make 
36 


any  order  that  they  should  be  deli- 
vered to  him,  but  informed  the  wife 
that  she  was  at  liberty  to  go  wherever 
she  pleased,  and  to  take  the  child 
with  her. — The  Queen  v.  Baxter: 
The  Queen  v.  Snooks,  370. 
INDEMNITY  BOND. 

Assignment  of  Breach.']  When  in 
debt  on  an  indemnity  bond  the  de- 
fendant pleaded,  that  if  the  plaintiff 
damnified,  she  was  damnified  of 
her  own  wrong,  and  the  plaintifftook 
issue  on  the  plea,  and  did  not  assign 
any  breach ; and  at  the  trial  the 
plaintiff  not  offering  any  evidence  to 
prove  that  she  was  damnified,  was 
non-suited  on  motion  for  a new  trial, 
on  the  ground  that  the  issue  was  on 
the  defendants,  and  that  they  should 
have  begun;  the  non-suit  was  held  to 
be  right. — Hamilton,  ex.  of  Hamil- 
ton, V.  Davis,  et  al.,  137. 

Non  damnificatus,  Emdence.'\ — 
Where  in  debt  on  bond  conditioned 
to  save  the  plaintiff  harmlessfrom  all 
damages  or  suits  either  at  law  or  in 
equity,  regarding  a certain  sum  of 
money,  stated  to  have  been  advanced 
by  one  A.  B.  to  the  plaintiff,  through 
the  agency  of  C.  D.,  and  which  said 
sum  of  money  is  also  claimed  to  have 
been  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by  one  E, 
F,,  and  benow  due  andowingto  him ; 
the  defendant  pleaded,  thattheplain- 
tiff,  if  damnified,  was  damnified  of 
his  own  wrong,  and  the  plaintiff  re- 
plied setting  out  a breach  by  the 
recovery  of  judgment  and  execution 
against  him  by  E.  F.,  for  the  said  sum 
of  money,  and  the  defendant  rejoined 
that  the  judgment  was  recovered  by 
the  fraud  and  covin  of  the  plaintiff, 
upon  which  issue  was  joined ; and  on 
the  trial  it  was  shewn  that  the  reco- 
very at  the  suit  of  E.  F.,  had  been  on 
admissions  made  by  the  plaintiff  after 
theexecution  of  the  indemnity  bond: 
Held,  that  such  evidence  was  not 
sufficient  to  support  the  defendant’s 
"plea,  and  the  plaintiff  having  reco- 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  2 


562 


DIGEST  OP  CASES. 


yered  a verdict,  the  court  refused  a 
new  trial  or  to  arrest  the  judgment 
— Powell  V.  H.  J.  Boulton,  487. 

INFANT. 

Habeas  Corpus^  Where  a wife 

ad  left  her  husband  and  gone  to  re- 
reside with  her  fatb  er,  taking  with  her 
her  infant  child  of  about  seven  months 
old ; and  the  husband  obtained  writs 
of  habeas  corpus  to  his  wife’s  father 
to  bring  up  her  body,  and  to  his  wife 
to  bring  up  the  child,  the  court  re- 
fused, on  the  return  of  the  father  and 
daughter  to  the  respective  writs,  that 
the  husband  had  ill-treated  his  wife 
and  child,  to  make  any  order  that 
they  should  be  delivered  to  him,  but 
informed  the  wife  that  she  was  at 
liberty  to  go  wherever  she  pleased, 
and  to  take  the  child  with  her. — The 
Queen  v.  Baxter : The  Queen  v. 
Snooks,  370. 

INFOEMEE. 

Inspector  of  Town  Corporate.'^ 
The  seller  of  flour  in  barrels  not  marked 
or  branded  undei:  4 & 5 Vic.  ch.  89, 
sec.  23,  is  not  liable  to  the  penalty 
affixed  in  that  statute,  which  applies 
only  to  the  manufacturer  or  packer ; 
and  magistrates  have  no  summary 
jurisdiction  when  the  accumulated 
penalties  are  more  than  lOZ.  Where 
the  inspector  in  a corporate  town  is 
the  informer,  he  is  not  entitled  to  half 
the  penalty. — The  Queen  v.  Beek- 
man,  57. 

INSOLVENT  DEBTOE. 

Order  for  Committal]  An  order 
for  the  committal  to  close  custody  of 
a debtor  upon  the  limits  should  be 
d irected  to  the  sheiitf,  and  follow  the 
form  prescribed  in  the  statute. 

Where  in  an  action  on  a bond  by 
a sheriff  against  his  deputy,  the 
bre  ach  assigned  within  the  terms  of 
the  conditionfwas,  that  an  order  of  a 
jud  ge  was  delivered  to  the  deputy 
for  the  committal  to  close  custody 
of  a debtor  who  had  been  admitted 


to  the  limits,  and  that  the  deputy 
arrested  him,  but  suffered  him  to  es- 
cape ; the  breach  was  held  bad,  be- 
cause it  was  not  alleged  either  that 
the  debtor  was  on  the  limits  at  the 
time  the  order  was  delivered  to  the 
deputy,  or  that  he  was  arrested  on 
the  limits  by  the  deputy  under  the 
order. — Hamilton  v,  Anderson,  452. 

INSUEANCE. 

Fraud.  Concealmen  for  misrepre- 
sentation. Particulars  of  loss.  Con- 
dition precedent.]  Any  fraud,  con- 
cealment or  misrepesentation  by  a 
party  effectitfg  a policy  of  insurance, 
of  a matter  material  to  be  known  by 
the  insurer,  will  avoid  the  policy  ; 
and  when  there  is  a condition  in  a 
policy  that  the  particulars  of  the  loss 
shall  be  given  to  the  insurer,  under 
oath,  within  a specified  time  after 
the  loss  has  occurred,  the  insured 
cannot  recover  on  the  policy,  unless 
the  condition  has  been  complied 
with. — McFaul  v.  Montreal  Inland 
Insurance  Company,  59. 

Condition  in  Policy.  Pleading.] 
In  an  action  on  a marine  policy,  it  is 
necessary  to  aver  that  the  loss  oc- 
curred during  the  continuance  of  the 
policy  j and  if  the  policy  extend  only 
over  certain  waters,  and  the  vessel  is 
stated  to  have  been  lost  on  a voyage 
commenced  from  a certain  place,  such 
place  must  be  alleged  to  be  within 
the  waters  over  which  the  policy  ex- 
tended. 

When  there  is  an  express  covenant 
in  a policy,  that  a vessel  shall  be  sea- 
worthy and  well  found,  &c.,  at  all 
times  during  the  continuance  of  the 
policy,  it  must  be  so  expressly  averred 
in  an  action  on  the  policy. — Mittle- 
berger  v.  The  British  America  Fire 
and  Life  Insurance  Company,  439. 

INTEEPLEADEE. 

Sheriff  "^s  Seizure  of  Goods  in  ex- 
ecution.] A sheriff  cannot  be  relieved 
from  the  effect  of  an  adverse  claim, 
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under  the  interpleader  act,  if  he  has  j 
not  seized  the  g^ods  which  are  the 
subject  of  the  claim  in  execution. — 
Goslin  V.  Tune,  177. 

Issue.  Newtrial.']  Where adebtor, 
in  embarrassed  circumstances,  exe- 
cuted a cognovit  in  favour  of  one  of 
his  creditors,  without  that  creditor’s 
knowledge,  and  the  debtor’s  house- 
hold furniture  was  sold  upon  that 
execution,  and  the  creditor  became 
thepurchaser,andimmediately  leased 
the  furniture  to  the  debtorat  a rental 
amounting  to  only  the  interest  of  the 
money  for  which  the  furniture  had 
been  purchased,  giving  the  debtor 
power  to  retain  it  as  long  as  he 
pleased, andnotmakingany  pro  vision 
for  deterioration,  &c.  in  it,  and  the 
same  furniture  was  seized  in  execu- 
tion at  the  suit  of  another  creditor, 
and  on  the  claim  of  the  first  creditor 
an  issue  was  directed  under  the 
interpleader  act,  which  was  found  in 
favour  of  the  second  execution  credi- 
tor, on  the  ground  that  the  sale  in  1 
execution  had  been  collusive,  the  | 
court  refused  to  grant  a rule  nisi  for  ; 
a new  trial  on  affidavits. — Servos v. 
Tobin  et  al.,  530. 

JUDGMENT. 

Plea  of  Arrest  on  Ca.  Sa.  to  Ac- 
tion on.']  To  debt  on  judgment,  it  is 
a good  plea  in  bar  that  the  plaintiff 
arrested  the  defendant  on  a writ  of 
capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  and  after- 
wards consented  to  his  discharge. — 
Fraser  v.  Bacon,  132. 

LANDLOED  AND  TENANT. 

Disclaimer  of  Title.  Forfeiture  of 
Term.]  A claim  by  a tenant  to  hold 
the  land  leased  against  the  landlord, 
as  being  of  right  his  own, and  a refu- 
sal to  pay  rent,  on  the  ground  that 
the  landlord  had  no  right  to  it,  is  a 
forfeiture  by  tenant  of  his  term,  and 
the  landlord  can  at  once  maintain 
ejectment  against  him  during  the 
currency  of  the  lease. — Doe  dem. 
Nugent  V.  Hessell,  191. 


Overliolding  Tenant.]  Where  in  a 
proceeding  to  dispossess  an  overhold- 
ing tenant,  under  4 Will.  IV.  ch.  1, 
the  jury  found  in  favour  of  the  land- 
lord, the  court  refused  to  set  aside 
the  writ  of  possession  issued  on  that 
finding,and  restore  the  tenant  to  the 
possession,  on  the  ground  that  the 
agent  of  the  landlord  had  received  a 
month’s  rent  from  the  tenant  after 
the  finding  of  the  jury. — Wright 
V.  Johnson,  273. 

Atvay- Going  Crop.]  In  trover  for 
wheat,  reaped  and  claimed  by  the 
defendants  as  of  right  belonging  to 
them  as  an  away-going  crop  after  the 
expiration  of  a lease  for  seven  years, 
the  plaintiffs  witnesses  provedanew 
lease  in  writing  of  the  premises  to  a 
third  party, from  the  expiration  of  the 
defendant’s  lease,  but  the  new  tenant 
swore  that  he  had  no  right  to  the 
wheat:  Held,  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary for  the  plaintiff  to  produce  the 
new  lease. 

Where  there  is  a stipulation  in  a 
lease  for  a term  certain  that  the  lessee 
shall  deliver  up  all  the  lands  at  the 
expiration  of  the  lease,  all  question 
as  to  a customary  right  of  the  away- 
going  crop  is  excluded ; and  semble, 
that  there  is  no  custom  of  the  coun- 
try as  to  the  away-going  crops  in 
Upper  Canada. — Burro  wes  v.  Cairns 
et  al.,  288. 

Verbal  demise.  Statuteof  Frauds/] 
Where  the  defend  ant  had  agreed  ver- 
bally to  let  the  plaintiff  a certain 
shopandpremises  for  a year,  to  com- 
mence at  a future  day,  and  on  the 
day  the  defendant  put  the  plaintiff 
in  possession  of  part  of  the  demised 
premises,  but  could  notgive  him  the 
possession  of  the  residue,  in  conse- 
quenceof which theplain tiff,  suffered 
a loss,  and  he  brought  an  action 
against  the  defendant  on  the  agree- 
ment: Held,  that  he  was  entitled  to 
recover, and  that  the  defend  ant  could 
not  successfullyobjectthatthe  agree- 
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nient  was  void  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds. — Clarkev.  Serricks,  535. 
LIMITATIOK,  STATUTE  OF. 

Pleading.  Promissory  Note.']  To 
a plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
in  assumpsit  on  a promissory  note, 
the  plaintiff  replied,  that  at  the  time 
the  cause  of  action  accrued,  he  was 
^resident  in  Lower  Canada,  and  the 
defendant  rejoined  that  he  also  was 
resident  in  Lower  Canada  at  that 
time  : the  rejoinder  was  held  bad  on 
demurrer. — Simpson  v.  Privat,  265. 

Executor,  Evidence  of  Express 
Promise.^  An  admission  by  an  execu- 
tor of  a debt  due  by  his  testator,  is 
not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of 
theStatute  of  Limitations,  in  an  action 
against  the  executor,  without  an  ex- 
press promise  on  his  part  to  pay  the 
debt  admitted, but  an  account  stated 
by  an  executor  of  a debt  due  by  his 
testator, which  had  never  before  such 
accounting  been  ascertained  or  deter- 
mined, is  sufficient  to  charge  the 
executor  as  a substantive  debt, with- 
out any  express  promise  to  pay. — 
Watkins  v.  Washburn,  Executrix  of 
Washburn,  291, 

LONDON,  TOWN  OF. 

Bye-law.  Power  of  Corporation.] 
Where  a corporation  is  empowered 
by  statute  to  enact  bye-laws,  and  to 
enforce  a penalty  fortheir  infraction, 
not  exceeding  a certain  amount,  a 
bye-law  is  bad  which  annexes  a 
penalty  to  an  offence  but  does  not 
declare  the  amount. 

The  corporation  of  the  town  of 
London  has  the  power  to  make  a 
bye-law  prohibiting  the  sale  of  but- 
cW’s  meat  within  certain  hours, 
except  at  the  publicmarket. — Peters 
Y.  The  London  Board  of  Police,543. 
MAGISTRATE. 

Trespass.  Month's  Notice.  Nisi 
prius  Record.]  In  an  action  against 
a magistrate  for  an  act  done  in  his 
magisterial  character,  it  is  sufficient 


if  it  appear  by  the  nisi  prius  record, 
that  a month  had  elasped  between 
the  service  of  notice  and  the  filing  of 
the  declaration  ; and  if  the  writ  was 
really  sued  out  before  the  month  ex- 
pired, it  must  be  shewn  by  the  de- 
fendant,— Haight  V.  Ballard,  29. 

Notice  of  Action.]  A notice  of 
action  against  a magistrate  must  dis- 
tinctly specify  the  place  ‘where  the 
act  complained  of  was  done. — Mad- 
den V.  Shewer,  115. 

J urisdictionin  cases  of  Master  and 
Servant.]  Semble : The  statute  5 
Eliz.  ch.  4,  is  not  in  force  in  Upper 
Canada,  but  the  statute  20  Geo.  II. 
ch.  19,  is  in  force;  but  under  the 
third  and  fourth  clauses  of  the  latter 
statute,  jurisdiction  is  given  to  two 
or  more  justices,  and  cannot  be  exer- 
cised by  one;  and  the  party  cannot 
be  arrested  on  the  complaint,  ho 
must  be  summoned — Shea  v.  Ghoat, 
211. 

MAINTENANCE. 

Buying  Disputed  The  true 
owner  of  an  estate  is  not  liable  tothe 
penalty  under  the  statute  32  Henry 
VIII.  ch.  9,  for  selling  a disputed 
title,  when  the  person  in  possessitn 
of  the  land  is  in  privity  with  him, 
either  as  an  overholding  tenant,  or 
as  a person  let  in  on  contract  to  pur- 
chase from  him, and  not  setting  up 
any  conflicting  title. — Bennsq.  t.  v. 
Eddie,  286. 

Buying DisputedTitles.  Scienter. 
Arrest  of  Judgment.]  The  statute 
32  Henry  VIII.  ch.  9,  against  buying 
disputed  titles,  is  in  force  in  Upper 
Canada. 

Where  in  an  action  on  this  statute, 
a verdict  was  taken  upon  four  counts 
of  the  declaration  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  defendant  moved  to  arrest 
the  judgment,  on  the  ground  that 
some  of  the  counts  were  bad,  the 
court  allowed  the  plaintiff  to  enter 
the  verdict  upon  one  count  of  the 
declaration,  abandoning  the  rest. 
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In  an  action  on  the  statute  against 
the  buyer  of  a disputed  title,  the  de- 
claration will  he  bad  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  if  it  does  not  allege  that 
the  buyer  knew  that  neither  the 
seller  nor  any  of  his  ancestors,  nor 
any  person  by  whom  the  selleiicl^ned 
the  estate,  had  been  in  possession, 
&c.,  or  received  the  rents,  &c.,  one 
whole  year  next  before  the  bargain 
made. — Eeasley  q.  t.  v.|Cahill,  320. 

Buying  Disputed  Title.  Question 
for  the  Jury.']  In  debt  for  penalties 
under  32  Henry  YIII.  ch.  9,  against 
the  buyer  of  a disputed  title,  it 
must  be  distinctly  left  to  the  jury 
to  say,  not  merely  whether  the 
right  was  a pretended  right,  but 
also  whether  the  buyer  knew  that 
neither  the  seller  nor  those  under 
whom  he  claimed,  had  been  in  pos- 
session of  the  land,  or  receipt  of  the 
rents  and  profits  for  a year  next  be- 
fore the  sale.^ — Baldwin  q.  t.  v.  Hen- 
derson, 388. 

MAEEIAGE. 

Informality  cured  by  2 Geo.  IV. 
ch.  36.  Question  of  Legitimacy.] 
The  certificate  of  marriage  by  a ma- 
gistrate in  the  following  form  : “I 
do  hereby  certify  that  I have  this 
day  married  A.  B.  to  C.  D.,  accor- 
ding to  the  Church  of  England  f 
dated  in  1801,  with  proof  of  oc- 
habitation  and  reputation,  but  with- 
out proof  of  publication  of  banns, 
held  sufficient  to  establish  the  mar- 
riage against  the  evidence  of  co- 
habitation and  reputation  of  marriage 
with  another  person, alive  at  the  time 
of  the  second  marriage  : defects  in 
form  in  such  cases  being  cured  by 
2 Geo.  IV.  ch.  36.  — Doe  dem. 
Wheeler  v.  McWilliams,  77. 

Efect  of  Imjyerial  Statute^  5 & 6 
Vic.  ch.  26.]  IMarriages  contracted 
in  Ireland  between  members  of  the 
Church  of  England  and  Presbyte- 
rians, celebrated  by  ministers  not 
belonging  to  the  Church  of  England, 


are  legalized  by  the  Imperial  statute 
5 & 6 Vic.  ch.  26 ; and  such  mar- 
riages celebrated  before  that  act  was 
passed,  are  legal  marriages  in  this 
country. — Doe  dem  Breakey 
Break ey,  349. 

MASTEE  AND  SEEVAHT. 

Jurisdiction  of  Magistrates  in  d%sr 
putes  between.]  Semble  : The  statute 
5 Eliz.  ch.  4,is  not  in  force  in  Upper 
Canada,  but  the  statute  20  Geo.  II. 
ch.  19,  is  in  force;  but  under  the- 
third  and  fourth  clauses  of  the  latter 
statute,  jurisdiction  is  given  to  tw& 
or  more  justices,  and  cannot  be  ex- 
ercised by  one,  and  the  party  cannot 
be  arrested  on  the  complaint,he  must 
be  summoned. — Shea  v.  Choat,  211. 

Wrongful  dismissal.  Action  for 
Wages.  A clerk  or  servant  who  is 
engaged  on  a yearly  hiring,  cannot 
on  being  dismissed  without  sufficient 
cause,  recover  the  amount  of  his 
year’s  wages,  in  an  action  on  the 
common  counts,  commenced  before 
the  expiration  of  the  year,  and  this 
although  the  hiring  was  for  the  year^ 
at  a certain  sum  per  month. — Mac- 
Guffin  V.  Caley,  308. 

Trespass.  Moderate  Uorrection.'l 
Where  in  trespass  for  assault  and 
battery,  wounding  and  kicking,  and 
tearing  the  plaintiff’s  clothes,  the 
defendant  justified  as  for  the  mode- 
rate correction  of  the  plaintiff  as  his 
servant,  the  plea  was  held  bad  on 
demurrer,  as  it  afforded  no  answer  to 
the  wounding  and  tearing  the- 
clothes  of  the  plaintiff. — Mitchell 
V.  Defries,  430. 

MIDLAND  DISTEICT  TUEE^- 
PIKE  TEUST. 

Pleading  under  3 Vic.  ch.  53.]  I22? 
an  action  brought  by  the  clerk  of  the 
commissioners  of  the  Midland  Dis- 
trict Turnpike  Trust,  under  3 Vic. 
ch.  53,  it  must  appear  upon  the  face 
of  the  declaration,  that  the  demand 
accrued  to  the  commissioners  in  the 
course  of  their  business  as  commis- 
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sioners. — Gumming  v.  Guess  et  al., 
125 

misnom:ee. 

No  ground  of  Nonsuit. It  is  no 
ground  of  nonsuit,  that  the  plaintiff 
has  declared  by  a name  different  from 
her  real  name,  it  can  only  be  taken 
advantage  of  by  an  application  to 
amend  the  declaration. — Murphy  v. 
Eunt  et  ah,  ex’rs.  of  Line,  281. 
MONEY  HAD  AND  EECEIVED. 

Taxes.  Public  Officer.']  Where 
taxes  were  paid  to  the  Treasurer  of 
the  Home  District,  on  lands  situate 
in  the  Ottawa  District,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  their  being  transmitted  to 
the  treasurer  of  the  latter  district, 
and  the  treasurer  of  the  Home  Dis- 
trict not  having  so  transmitted  the 
amount,  the  lands  were  duly  adver- 
tised for  sale;  and  the  plaintiff  in 
order  to  save  the  lands,  paid  the 
taxes  to  the  treasurer  of  the  Ottawa 
District  under  protest  : Held,  that 
he  could  not  maintain  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received  against  him, 
to  recover  them  back.  — Baldwin 
v.  Johnson,  475. 

MOETGAGE. 

Distress  for  Rent.]  Where  a mort- 
gagee received  rent  from  a tenant, 
who  had  become  such  by  lease  from 
the  mortgagor  subsequent  to  the 
mortgage, but  afterwards  directed  the 
tenant  to  pay  the  rent  to  the  mort- 
gagor, w'hich  he  accordingly  did : 
Held,  that  the  mortgagee  could  not 
distrain  afterwards  as  ho  had  himself 
put  an  end  to  the  implied  tenancy, 
created  by  his  former  receipt  of  rent. 
— Lambert  v.  Marsh,  39. 

MOETMAIH. 

The  statute  9 George  II.  ch.  36, 
relating  to  charitable  uses, is  in  force 
in  Upper  Canada.  — Doe  dem. 
Anderson  v.  Todd  et  ah,  82. 

NEW  TEIAL. 

Misunderstanding  of  Counsel.] 
Where  a verdict  was  taken,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  cer- 


tain points,  as  to  whether  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  recover  substantial 
or  merely  nominal  damages,  and 
there  was  a misunderstanding  be- 
tween the  counsel  for  the  respective 
parties,  as  to  the  terms  upon  which 
the  verdict  was  so  taken,  a new  trial 
was  granted  without  costs. — 

McLeod  v.  Boulton,  44. 

Trespass,  q.  c.  f.  Conflicting  Evi- 
dence^ Where  in  trespass  quare 
clausum  fregit, and  cutting  and  taking 
away  timber,  the  defendant  pleaded 
payment  of  lOZ.  into  court,  and  no 
damages  ultra,  on  which  the  plaintiff 
took  issue, and  the  jury  found  a ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  for  60Z.  on  con- 
flicting evidence, the  court  refused  to 
grant  a new  trial.-Vail  v.  Flood, 133. 

Sheriff.  False  Return.  Compro- 
mise with  Debtor.]  Where  in  case 
against  a sheriff  for  a false  return  to 
a writ  against  goods,  a letter  was  put 
in  from  the  sheriff  to  the  plaintiff’s 
attorney, saying,that  he  levied  under 
the  execution  on  goods  claimed  by 
others,  and  that  he  had  in  conse- 
quence compromised  and  agreed  to 
secure  the  amount  of  the  execution 
in  two  instalments  at  early  dates ; 
hut  the  sheriffafterwards  returned  no 
goods;  and,  on  the  trial,  the  execu- 
tion deb  tor,and  her  son- in- law,proved 
that  the  property  had  heentransf erred 
to  the  son-in-law,  but  remained  in 
the  possession  of  the  debtor,  and  the 
jury  found  a verdict  for  the  plaintiffs, 
the  court  refused  a new  trial. — 
Mead  & Mead  v.  Hamilton,  Sheriff 
of  London,  135. 

Common  Counts.  Special  Agree- 
ment. Substantial  Justice,]  Where 
the  plaintiff,  who  had  been  let  into 
the  possession  of  land,  on  an  agree- 
ment to  purchase,  contracted  with 
another  to  sell  him  a quantity  of 
standing  timber  at  so  much  a tree, 
which  was  to  bo  paid  for  before  the 
timber  was  taken  off  the  land  ; and 
the  defendant  purchased  the  timber 
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from  the  vendee  after  he  had  made 
about  12,000  feet  of  it  on  the  land, 
agreeing  to  pay  the  plaintiff  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  vendee  had  done; 
and  the  plaintiff*  having  failed  in 
making  his  payments  for  the  land, 
the  defendant  became  the  purchaser 
in  fee  from  his  vendor ; and  then  re- 
fusing to  payfor  the  timber, the  plain- 
tiff sued  him  for  its  value  as  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered;  and  the  judge,  at 
the  trial,  directed  the  jury  that  the 
action  should  have  been  brought  on 
the  special  agreement ; hut  they  not- 
withstanding found  a verdict  for  the 
plaintiff — the  court  refused  to  grant 
a new  trial,  as  substantial  justice  had 
been  done  between  the  parties,  and 
the  defendant  was  not  allowed  to 
raise  an  objection  in  banc,  that  the 
action  was  not  maintainable,  as  he 
was  the  owner  of  the  land,  as  he 
had  not  raised  that  point  at  the  trial. 
— McMahon  v.  Campbell,  158. 

Granted  to  one  Defendant,  and. 
Verdict  to  others  on  same  Record.'] 
A verdict  in  trespass  against  four  was 
allowed  to  stand  in  favour  of  three 
defendants,  and  a new  trial  was 
granted  in  favour  of  the  fourth. — 
Davis  V.  Moore  et  al,  180. 

Ejectment.  Change  of  Rule  from 
Nonsuit  to  New  2V^a^.]Where  a de- 
fendant obtains  a rule  nisi  for  a non- 
suit as  on  leave  reserved,  and  it  after- 
wards appears  that  no  such  leave 
was  reserved, the  court  will  not  allow 
him  to  change  his  rule  into  a rule 
for  a new  trial, — Doe  dem.  Gilkison 
V.  Shorey  et  ah,  183. 

New  Evidence  since  Trial.]  In  an 
action  against  the  acceptor  of  a bill, 
he  pleaded  thatitVas  accepted  for  the 
accommodation  of  the  plaintiff*,  and 
a verdict  being  found  in  his  favour 
the  court  refused  to  set  it  aside  on 
affidavits  of  new  evidencehavingbeen 
discovered  since  the  trial,  the  affida- 
vits to  establish  that  point  not  having 
been  filed  until  the  second  term  after 
the  ruled  nisi  was  moved,  and  leaving 


it  very  doubtful  whether  the  now 
evidence  was  of  such  a nature  as 
would  certainly  avail  the  plaintiff. — 
Morton  v.  Thompson.  196. 

Ejectment.  Costs.]  Where  in 
ejectment  the  deed  under  which  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed,  was  in 
several  parts  illegible,  and  contained 
no  description  by  which  the  part  of 
the  lot  intended  to  be  conveyed,  could 
be  certainly  ascertained  ; and  there 
was  strong  evidence  that  the  deed 
was  made  to  defeat  creditors,  the 
court  set  aside  a verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  rendered  in  opposition  to 
the  direction  of  the  judge  at  nisi 
prius,  without  costs. — Doe  dem. 
McDonald  v.  McDonald,  267. 

Costs  when  amendment  not  made 
at  Nisi  Prius,  according  to  leave 
gr anted. ]Nh.QTe  in  trover  for  a wag- 
gon the  evidence  clearly  established 
that  the  matter  in  dispute  was  not 
the  waggon,  but  two  of  its  wheels, 
and  the  plaintiff  obtained  leave  to 
amend  his  declaration  at  nisi  prius, 
by  adding  the  wheels,  but  the  amend- 
ment was  not  in  fact  made,  and  the 
jury  gave  a verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
for  fifteen  shillings ; the  court,  on 
making  the  rule  absolute  for  a new 
trial,  without  costs,  against  which 
no  cause  was  shewn ; Held,  that  in 
such  a case,  the  amendment  at  nisi- 
prius  should  have  been  madeonly  on 
payment  of  costs. — Madill  v.  Chil- 
vers,  269. 

Defence  of  Bmuggling.]  Where  in 
assumpsit  on  bills  of  exchange  and 
for  goods  sold,  the  defence  was,  the 
bills  had  been  given  for  the  price  of 
goods  bought  from  the  plaintiffs  in 
a foreign  country,  and  which  they 
had  assisted  the  defendant  in  smug- 
gling into  this  country,  and  some 
evidence  was  given  to  that  effect,  but 
the  jury  found  for  the  plaintiffs — the 
court  refused  to  grant  a new  trial. 
— Walbridge  et  al.  v.  FoUett,  280. 

Objections  not  made  at  Trial,]^ 
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Where  in  an  action  of  covenant  for 
non-payment  of  rent  on  a lease  for  a 
year,  by  which  an  entire  rent  was 
reserved,  and  in  which  there  were  va- 
rious other  covenants,  breaches  of 
which  were  also  assigned,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  a verdict ; the  court 
refused  to  grant  a new  trial,  on  an 
objection  made  in  banc,  but  which 
had  not  been  taken  at  nisi  prius, 
that  the  action  was  brought  before 
the  year  was  out,  when  the  rent  was 
to  be  paid — Stephens  v.  Allan,  282. 

Several  Where  there  are 

several  issues  in  a cause,  and  the  jury 
find  a general  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff, which  does  not  dispose  of  the 
specific  issues  raised,  a new  trial  will 
be  granted.  McMartin  v.  Graham 
et  365. 

Objection  not  raised  at  the  trial.'\ 
Where  in  ejectment  by  co-heiresses, 
it  was  proved  that  the  party  in  pos- 
session had  acknowledged  the  ances- 
tor’s title  ; and  it  was  also  shown 
that  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  were 
his  children ; but  the  jury  found  for 
the  defendants.  On  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  the  court  would  not  enter- 
tain the  objection  that  it  was  not 
proved  that  the  lessors  were  the 
legitimate  children  of  the  alleged 
ancestor,  as  that  point  had  not  been 
raised  at  the  trial.  Doe  dem.  Mor- 
rough  et  al.  v.  Maybee,  389. 

Substantial  justice.  Small  Da- 
mages,^  It  is  no  objection  to  the 
plaintiffs  recovery  in  trespass,  that 
the  only  trespass  proved  was  com- 
mitted on  a day  anterior  to  the  time 
laid  in  the  declaration,  and  if  there 
be  any  evidence  of  identity  of  the 
premises,  the  court  will  not  grant  a 
new  trial  for  want  of  sufficient  evi- 
dence, when  the  damages  are  small, 
and  the  justice  of  the  case  is  with 
the  plaintiff. — MoUoy  v,  Stansfield, 
390. 

Costs.  Promissory  Note. 

In  assumpsit  on  a promissory  note, 


the  defendant  pleaded  payment  and 
set-off,  and  gave  particulars  of  the 
account  claimed  by  him,  and  on  the 
trial  he  received  credit  for  a sum  of 
10^.,  by  which  the  plaintiff’s  ac- 
count was  overbalanced,  which  there 
was  reason  to  believe,  had  been  al- 
ready credited  to  him  in  another  ac- 
count, and  should  not  have  been 
brought  into  this  action,  the  court 
granted  a rule  for  a new  trial, 
silent  as  to  costs, — Sutherland  & 
Sutherland  v,  Small,  one,  &c,,  393. 

Misdirection.  Terms  of  Rulei\ 
Where  in  an  action  for  use  and  oc- 
cupation, the  plaintiff  proved  his  case- 
by  evidence  of  admissions  of  the 
defendant,  who.  on  his  defence,  put 
in  a lease  under  seal  from  the  plain- 
tiff, which  he  contended  was  for  the 
same  premises  ; but  there  was  no 
distinct  evidence  of  identity,  and  the 
jury  found  for  the  plaintiff;  the  court 
afterwards  on  affidavits  shewing  that 
these  were  the  only  premises  de- 
mised by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defen- 
dant, made  a rule  absolute  fora  new 
trial  without  costs,  unless  the  plaintiff 
would  elect  to  enter  his  judgment 
for  the  amount  of  his  verdict  only, — 
Boulton,  one,  &c.,  v.  Defries,  432 

PAETNEBS. 

Construction  of  Agreement.]- 
Tobin  et  al,  v,  Merritt  et  ah,  1, 

PATENT. 

Effect  of  de  injuria  where  right 
denied.]  Where  in  case  for  the  in- 
fringement of  a patent,  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  the  invention  for  which 
-the  patent  had  been  obtained  was 
not  a new  invention,  but  had  been 
publicly  used  and  vended  in  a fo- 
reign country,  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff replied  “de  injuria;  Held,  that 
the  plea  was  a good  answer  to  the 
declaration,  but  that  the  replication 
was  bad,  as  the  plea  was  in  denial  of 
the  right,  and  not  in  excuse  for  its  vio- 
lation,— Yannorman  v.  Leonard,  72. 
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PLEADING. 

Arbitration,  District  Awards  ] 
Where  in  debt  on  bond  conditioned 
for  the  performance  of  an  award  on 
a lubmission  of  all  matters  in  dif- 
ference, the  defendant  pleaded  no 
award,  and  the  plaintiff  replied  see 
ting  out  an  award  on  one  subject 
matter,  for  the  payment  by  the  do 
fendant  of  a certain  sum  of  money  te 
the  plaintiff,  and  averred  that  thl 
parties  had  agreed  to  withdraw  al 
except  that  subject  matter'  from  the 
consideration  of  the  arbitrators,  and 
to  settle  the  other  matters  in  dif- 
ference themselves,  but  if  they  could 
not  settle  the  other  matters  them- 
selves, then  to  refer  them  back  to  the 
arbitratrors,  and  that  they  could  not 
settle  them  themselves,  but  referred 
them  back  to  the  arbitrators,  who 
within  the  time  for  making  the  award 
under  the  submission, awarded  on  the 
other  matters  in  difference  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiff  also,  and  then  set  out 
as  a breach  the  non-payment  of  the 
money  under  the  awards,  to  which 
the  defendant  demurred  specially. 
The  court  held  the  first  award 
clearly  good,  and  semUe  that  the 
second  was  good  also. — Baby  v. 
Davenport,  65. 

Administration  Bond.  What  a 
supcient  breach  on  general  Demur- 
rer; what  on  speeial  Demurrer;  and 
what  bad  on  general  Demurrer.'] 
Semble:  An  administration  bond 

taken  in  the  name  of  the  governor,  or 
person  administering  the  government 
of  the  province  for  the  time  being, is 
good  under  the  Probate  Act,  and  may 
be  sued  on  in  the  name  of  any  succeed- 
ing governor  or  person  administering 
the  government;  and  in  an  action  upon 
such  a bond,  it  is  sufficient  on  gene- 
ral demurrer  to  allege  in  the  breach, 
that  the  administratrix  wasted  goods 
that  came  to  her  hands,  without 
specifically  alleging  that  goods  did 
come  to  her  hands,  and  also  that  she 
wasted  the  goods  and  converted  them 


to  her  own  use.  And  where  the 
action  was  bought  against  an  admin- 
istratrix, who  had  married  since  ad- 
ministration, andher  sureties,and  the 
breach  averred  that  the  defendants 
did  not  pay  the  penalty  of  the  bond, 
itwas  held  sufficient  on  special  de- 
murrer, without  averring  that  she  did 
not  pay  while  she  was  sole  and 
unmarried;  but  the  bond  being  con- 
ditioned that  she  should  exhibit  an 
inventory  into  the  Court  of  Probate 
on  the  first  Monday  in  June,  and  the 
breach  being  that  she  did  not  exhibit 
an  inventory  on  the  first  Monday  in 
the  year,  it  was  held  bad  on  general 
demurrer  — Metcalf  v,  McKenzie  et 
al,  103. 

Commissioners  of  the  Midland 
District  Turnpike  Trust.]  In  an 
action  brought  by  the  clerk  of  the  com- 
missioners of  the  Midland  District 
Turnpike  Trust,  under  3 Yic.  ch.  53, 
it  must  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
declaration,  thatthe  demands  accrued 
to  the  commissioners  in  the  course 
of  their  business  as  commissioners. — 
Gumming  v.  Guess  et  al,  125. 

Promissory  Note  Payable  at  a 
Particular  Place,  e^ect  of.  Plea  of 
Time^  On  a note  payable  at  a par- 
ticular place, without  the  words  “and 
not  elsewhere,”  it  is  sufficient  to 
charge  the  indorser  to  present  it  either 
at  the  place  named,  or  to  the  maker 
himself ; and  a plea  of  time  given  to 
the  maker  of  a note  in  an  action 
against  the  indorser  is  bad,  unless  it 
expressly  shews,  that  when  the  time 
was  given  the  plaintiff  was  the  holder 
of  the  note, — Commercial  Bank  v. 
Johnston,  126. 

Arbitration  Bond.  Severallssues. 
Costs  to  abideBvent.]  Where  a cause 
in  which  there  are  several  issues 
joined  is  referred  to  arbitration, with 
costs  to  abide  the  event,  and  the 
arbitrators  award  a certain  sum  to 
the  plaintiff  without  saying  anything 
about  the  issues,  which  are  not 
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necessarily  from  their  nature  deter- 
mined by  the  award  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  award  cannot  be  sup- 
ported.— Bernard  v.  Strachan,  128. 

Debt  on  Judgment.  Pleaof Arrest 
on  ca.  sa.]  To  debt  on  judgment,  it 
is  a good  plea  in  bar,  that  the  plain- 
tiff arrested  the  defendant  on  a writ 
of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum, and  after- 
wards consented  to  his  discharge. — 
Eraser  v.  Bacon,  132. 

Promissory  Note.  Joint  Plea  of 
Set-off.'] — Where  the  holder  of  a 
promissory  note  sues  the  maker  and 
indorser  in  a joint  action,  under  5 
Will.  IV.  ch.  1,  the  separate  debt  of 
the  plaintiff  to  the  maker  or  indorser, 
cannot  be  set-off  under  a joint  plea 
of  set-off. — Paterson  v.  Howison 
and  McGan,  139. 

In  trespass  to  a Dwelling-house, 

^ ‘ Close  and  House  ’’  are  not  synony- 
mous. Matter  of  aggravation.]  In 
trespass  to  a dwelling-house,  it  is  a 
bad  plea  to  plead  that  the  close  in 
which,  &c.  is  the  close,  &c,  of  the 
defendant  ; but  in  trespass  quare 
domum  fregit,  and  taking  away  the 
goods  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is  a good  plea 
to  the  taking  away  the  goods,  that 
they  are  not  the  goods  of  the  plain- 
tiff.— Vail  V.  Noble  et  al.,  142. 

Agreement.  Insufficient  Averment 
as  to  Time  and  Breach.]  The  decla- 
ration stated,  that  heretofore,  to  wit, 
on  the  4th  August,  1844,  the  de- 
fendant agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to 
erect  and  build  a certain  house,  and 
have  it  in  a tenantable  condition  by 
the  middle  of  November  then  next 
ensuing,  and  alleged  for  breach  that 
the  house  was  not  erected,  nor  built, 
nor  in  a tenantable  condition  by  the 
middle  of  the  said  month  of  Novem- 
ber, 1844:  Held  bad  on  general 
demurrer,  for  not  shewing,  that  No- 
vember, 1844,  was  the  November 
next  ensuing  the  making  the  agree- 
ment.— Ekins  V.  Evans,  144. 

Construction  of  Words  in  Lease  as 
amounting  toaCovenant.]  Where  a 


covenant  was  contained  in  a lease 
that  the  lessee  should  erect  a build- 
ing on  the  demised  premises  during 
the  term  “provided  always,  and  it  is 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  these 
presents  and  the  parties  thereunto, 
that  at  the  expiration  of  the  demise, 
the  buildings  erected  shall  be  paid  for 
at  the  valuation  of  two  indifferent  per- 
sons, under  oath,  one  to  be  chosen  by 
each  party , &c . ” : H eld  on  aplea  of  non 
est  factum,  pleaded  to  a declaration 
treating  the  part  of  the  lease  com- 
mencing “ provided  always,”  as  a 
covenant,that  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  recover. — McFattridge,  Ad- 
ministrator, &c.  V.  Talbert  et  ah,  156. 

Covenant.  Construction  of  Agree- 
ment, as  set  out  in  Record.  Obliga- 
tion in  the  Alternative.]  Wherein  co- 
venant, with  non  est  factum  pleaded, 
the  plaintiff  set  out  the  covenant  to 
pay  <£100  to  the  plaintiff  in  three 
months  after  a certain  day,  or  as  soon 
as  the  defendant  returned  from  the 
United  States  of  Am  erica, after  having 
taken  possession  of  certain  land  men- 
tioned, (which  had  been  sold  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant  as  set  forth 
in  the  declaration)  or  disposed  of  any 
part  thereof,  and  the  pi  aintiff  assigned 
as  a breach^  that  although  the  period 
of  three  months  had  elapsed  long 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit 
yet  the  defendant  had  not  paid  the 
money,  and  the  defendant  moved  in 
arrest  ofjudgment,  because  the  plain- 
tiff had  not  averred  that  the  defen- 
dant had  returned  from  the  United 
States,  having  taken  possession  o^ 
the  laud,  or  disposed  of  some  par 
thereof”:  the  court  held  the  declat 
ration  sufficient. — Hardy  v.  Johns- 
ton, 160. 

Trespass  quare  clausum  fregit.  Ad- 
mission of  Title  in  a Stranger  by  re- 
plication to  Plea  of  License,  how  far 
to  be  made  use  of  by  Defendant.] — 
Where  in  trespass  quare  clausum 
fregit,  the  defendant  pleaded  in  one 
plea,  title  in  a stranger,  and  license 
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from  that  stranger  to  enter  the  close, 
and  in  the  other  pleas  pleaded  title 
specially  in  the  stranger,  giving  color 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  de- 
nied the  license,  and  took  issue  on 
the  other  pleas  ; Held,  that  the  ad- 
mission by  the  plaintiff  of  the  title  of 
the  stranger,  by  the  replication  to  the 
pleaof  license,  did  not  extend  beyond 
that  line  of  pleading,  and  that  that 
admission  could  not  be  made  use  of 
by  the  defendant,  in  support  of  his 
other  pleas  of  title  in  the  same  party. 
— Wilkinson  v.  Walker,  162. 

What  a sufficimt  breach  of  Cove- 
nant that  the  Sheriff  wouldpayover 
the  money  received  by  him.~\  It  is  a 
sufficient  breach  of  the  covenant  that 
the  sheriff  would  pay  over  the  money 
received  by  him  “that  he  had  by 
virtue  of  his  office  received  certain 
monies  which  the  plaintiffs  are  enti- 
tled to  according  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  covenant,  to  wit, 
<£50,  within  the  four  years  mentioned 
by  the  covenant, but  that  he  neglected 
and  refused  to  pay  them  to  the 
plaintiffs  although  often  requested 
so  to  do.” — Shuter  et  al.  v.  Graham 
et  ah,  164 

Assumpsit  for  non-payment  of 
Rent.  Plea  of  Eviction. \ Where 
in  assumpsit  for  non-payment  of  rent 
according  to  agreement,  the  defend- 
ant pleaded  an  eviction  by  a stran- 
ger, who,  he  averred,  entered  under 
a lawful  claim  derived  through  and 
under  the  plaintiff,  the  plea  was^eld 
bad  on  general  demurrer,  because  it 
did  not  shew  that  the  claim  might 
not  have  been  under  a title  derived 
from  the  tenant  himself., — McNab 
V.  McDonell.  169. 

Bailiff.  Division  Court  Act.'] — 
Commissioners  of  the  Court  of  Re- 
quests, under  the  old  Court  of 
Requests  Act,  who  had  given  judg- 
ment in  a matter  beyond  their  juris- 
diction: Held  not  to  be  liable  for  a 
seizure  committed  under  an  execu- 
tion issued  on  the  judgment  by  the 


judge  of  the  District  Court,  under 
the  Division  Court  Act  : Held,  also 
that  the  bailiff  who  made  the  seizure 
was  not  liable,  though  it  was  neces- 
sary that  his  defence  should  be 
pleaded  specially,  as  there  was  no 
privilege  of  giving  the  special  matter 
in  evidence  under  the  general  issue, 
under  the  Division  Court  Act,  or  the 
1 Vic.  ch.  16;  but  quaere,  whether 
he  does  not  come  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  English  statute  21 
Jac.  1 ch.  12. — Davis  v.  Moore  et 
al.,  189. 

Trespass  to  School-house.  Effect 
of  ‘ ‘ Close*'  in  Plea.]  Where  the  plain- 
tiff declared  in  trespass  for  breaking 
and  entering  a school-house  of  the 
plaintiff  situate  on  a certain  lot  in 
the  village  of  Reesorville,  and  the 
defendant  pleaded  that  the  said  close 
on  which  the  school-house  was 
erected,  was  his  soil  and  freehold, 
the  plea  was  held  good  on  general  de- 
murrer.-Crosby  v.  Reesor  et  al.,183. 

Trespass.  Fixtures.  Arrest  of 
Judgment.]  Where  a declaration  in 
trespass  was  for  “fixtures,”  wheels, 
millstones  and  machinery,  general 
damages  having  been  assessed  on  the 
whole  declaration,  it  was  held,  on 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that 
the  word  “fixtures”  would  notneces- 
sarily  be  taken  to  mean  things 
attached  to  the  freehold. — Meyers  v. 
Marsh,  185. 

Pleasprofessingtoanswerthewhole 
declaration.  Special  Agreement.  Dis- 
cnarge.  License.]  The  plaintiff  de- 
clared in  assumpsit  on  an  agreement 
with  the  defendant  to  make  1 00,000 
bricks  and  then  averred  that  he  had 
made  68,000  of  them,  and  prepared 
in  part  30,000  more,  but  that  the 
defendant  would  not  allow  him  to 
complete  them,  but  absolutely  dis- 
charged, hindered  and  preventedhim. 
from  doing  so.  The  defendant 
pleaded,  first,  that  the  plaintiff  en- 
tered upon  a close  of  the  defendant 
to  complete  the  work  there,  and  that 
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the  defendant  prevented  him  as  he 
lawfully  might,  which  was  the  same 
hindering  and  preventing ; and  se- 
condly, that  the  plaintiff  was  making 
the  bricks  upon  a close  of  the  defen- 
dant, and  had  made  68,000  of  them 
in  so  bad  and  unskilful  a manner, 
and  was  proceeding  to  make  the  rest 
in  the  same  way,  and  that,  therefore, 
the  defendant  did  then  forhid,hinder 
and  prevent  him  from  making  the 
residue,  which  is  the  same  hindering 
and  preventing,  &c.  The  plaintiff 
replied  leave  and  license  to  the  first 
plea,  and  demurred  to  the  second, 
and  the  defendant  demurred  to  the 
replication  of  license.  Held,  that 
both  pleasjwere  had,  because  pleaded 
to  the  whole  declaration,  and  not 
answeringthe  discharge, ojidi  thatthe 
replication  of  leave  and  license  was 
good. — Toleman  v.  Crew,  186. 

Covenant.  Breach.']  Where  the 
plaintiff  declared  on  a covenant  for 
the  payment  of  £250,  by  annual  in- 
stalments of  £62  10s.  on  the  1st  of 
January  in  each  year,  until  the  whole 
sum  was  paid,  and  assigned  as  a 
breach,  that  on  the  1st  of  January, 
1846,  the^sum  of  £126,  became  due 
for  two  instalments  in  the  said  cove- 
nant, the  declaration  was  held  good, 
on  special  demurrer. — Thompson  v. 
Chambers,  191. 

General  Demurrer.  Eye cial Agree- 
ment. Condition  Precedent.]  Where 
the  plaintiff  declared  in  assumpsit  on 
a special  agreement  for  leasing  land 
for  ten  years,  and  the  agreement,  it 
appeared  by  the  declaration,  was  to 
be  reduced  into  writing  to  make  it 
effectual  between  the  parties  ; and 
the  plaintiff  assigned  as  a breach  that 
the  defendant  did  not  execute  the 
agreement,  although  requested,  the 
declaration  was  held  bad  on  general 
demurrer,  because  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  agreement  was  reduced  to 
writing. — Lee  v.  Purdy,  193. 

Plea  to  part  of  Breach.]  Where 
is  assumpsit  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 


immoderate  riding  of  a mare  loaned 
to  the  defendant,  and  not  returning 
her,  with  a breach  that  she  was  not 
restored  to  the  plaintiff,  but  was  so 
greatly  injured  that  she  died ; the 
defendant  pleaded  one  plea  as  to  re- 
turning her  only,  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff demurred  : the  plea  was  held  a 
good  answer  to  that  part  of  the  breach 
which  it  professed  to  cover. — Camp- 
bell V.  Boulton,  202. 

'Want  of  specification  in  Breach. 
Demurrer  to  several  Breaches.  Judg- 
ment on.]  Where  in  special  assumpsit 
against  the  defendant  on  an  agree- 
ment to  serve  the  plaintiffs  faithfully, 
&c.,  the  plaintiffs  assigned  as  a breach , 
that  during  the  time  of  service,  the 
defendant  wrongfully  behaved  him- 
self in,a  careless  and  negligent  manne  r 
while  in  the  service  of  the  plaintiffs, 
the  breach  was  held  bad  on  special 
demurrer. 

If  there  be  a demurrer  to  a decla- 
ration in  assumpsit  in  which  there 
are  several  breaches  assigned,  and 
some  of  the  breaches  are  well  as- 
signed, and  the  others  badly,  tbe 
defendant  will  not  be  entitled  to 
judgment  on  the  whole  declaration, 
but  each  party  will  obtain  judgment 
on  the  breaches  which  are  decided 
in  his  favour. — O’hTeill  et  al.  v. 
Leight,  204. 

Administration  Bond.  Averment.] 
In  an  action  on  an  administration 
bond,  the  declaration  is  bad  on  spe- 
cial demurrer,  if  the  plaintiff  merely 
aver  that  the  administratrix  did  not 
well  and  truly  administer  the  goods, 
&c.,  which  came  to  her  hands,  with- 
out distinctly  averring  that  goods  did 
come  to  her  hands  ; and  it  is  also 
necessary  that  time  should  be  laid  to 
the  averment  that  goods  did  come  to 
her  hands  to  be  administered. — Met- 
calfe V.  McKenzie  et  al,  329. 

Trespass.  EpecialJustification  ly 
Sheriff.]  A sheriff  cannot  defend- 
himself  in  an  action  of  trespass  brought 
against  him  by  one  of  two  joint  ten- 
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ants , by  she  wing  a writ  of  fieri  facias 
* against  the  other  of  the  joint  tenants, 
under  which  the  alleged  ^trespass  was 
committed,  unless  he  has  justified 
specially  under  the  writ  as  a defence  ; 
but  where  he  had  admitted  to  do  so, 
and  a verdict  was  found  against  him, 
the  court  granted  a new  trial  on 
payment  of  costs,  with  leave  to  him 
to  amend  his  pleadings. — Lee  v. 
Kapelje,  (Sheriff,)  368. 

Usual  Terms.  Demurrer.]  Where 
a defendant  obtained  a month’s  time 
to  plead  on  the  usual  terms ^ and  after- 
wards filed  a special  demurrer,  setting 
out  in  the  margin,  under  the  new 
rules,  the  causes  of  demurrer,  which 
were  the  same  as  those  stated  as 
special  grounds,  but  were  not  referred 
to  as  those  specially  set  out;  but 
they  were  such  as  might  have  been 
urged  on  general  demurrer,  if  tenable, 
and  the  plaintiff  signed  interlocutory 
judgment:  Held,  that  the  judgment 
was  regular;  and  a rule  obtained  by 
the  defendants  to  set  it  aside  was 
discharged,  but  without  costs. — The 
King’s  College  v.  Hawley etal.,  381. 

Trespass.  Denial  of  License.'\ 
Where  in  trespass  the  defendant 
pleaded  a license,  which  the  plaintiff 
denied:  Held  that  under  such  denial 
the  plaintiff  could  not  go  into  evi- 
dence, that  the  license  had  been 
fraudulently  obtained;  but  that  if 
the  fraud  were  relied  upon  it  should 
have  been  specially  pleaded. — Slee 
V.  Graham  et  al.,  387. 

Accord  and  Satisfaction. — Sur- 
plusage.]— Where  in  trespass  quare 
clausum  fregit,  the  defendant  pleaded 
against  the  further  maintenance  of 
the  suit,  a reference  to  arbitration 
after  action  brought,  and  that  the 
defendant  paid  five  shillings  to  the 
plaintiff  in  pursuance  of  the  decision 
of  the  arbitrators,  in  full  satisfaction 
and  discharge  of  the  damages  and 
costs,  and  the  plaintiff  demurred 
specially  for  the  insufficiency  of  the 
statement  of  the  reference  to  arbitra- 


tion: Held  that  the  plea  was  a good 
plea  of  accord  and  satisfastion,  and 
that  all  about  the  reference  might 
be  rejected  as  surplusage. — Hall  v. 
Warner,  392. 

Attorney's  Bill-  Verification. 
Negative  Pregnant. 'fUae  plea  of  no 
bill  delivered  to  an  action  brought  by 
an  attorney  to  recover  his  costs , should 
conclude  with  a verification;  and  a 
plea  that  the  action  was  commenced 
before  the  expiration  of  one  month 
after  the  delivery  of  any  bill,  &c., 
was  held  bad  on  special  demurrer,  as 
containing  a negative  pregnant, — 
Denison,  One,  &c.  v,  Donelly,  394 

Bond.  Performance  of  Condi- 
ffow.]  Where  in  an  action  on  a bond 
there  is  something  to  be  performed  ac 
cording  to  the  condition,  after  the 
making  of  the  bond,  it  will  be  suf- 
ficient if  itappears  that  the  thing  must 
necessarily  h ave  been  performed  after 
themakingofthe  hond^  though  those 
words  are  not  used. 

The  condition  of  a bond  was  to 
collect  and  pay  over  monies:  plea 
that  the  defendant  paid  over  all  the 
monies  collected,  without  shewing 
how  much  collected:  Held  sufficient. 
Denison,  One,  &c.  v.  Donelly,  395, 

Promissory  Note.  Commence- 
ment of  Plea.]  Where  in  assumpsit 
against  the  indorser  of  a promissory 
note,  and  on  an  acco  unt  stated , the  de- 
fendant  pleaded  to  tho  first  count 
I that  the  note  in  the  first  count  men- 
tioned was  not  duly  presented,  and 
then  pleaded  aspecial  plea  applicable 
only  to  the  first  count,  but  com- 
mencing “And  for  a further  plea  in 
this  behalf,”  and  the  plaintiff  demur- 
red specially,  because  the  plea  in  its 
commencement  professed  to  answer 
the  whole  declaration,  but  was  an 
answer  only  to  the  first  count,  the 
court  held  the  objection  good,  and 
gave  judgment  against  the  plea. — 
Wood  et  al.  v.  Rogers,  399. 

Plea  of  Statuteof  Frauds.]  In  an 
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action  for  lands  bargained  and  sold, 
a plea  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  is 
bad,  upon  special  demurrer,  as 
amounting  to  tbe  general  issue. — 
Birdsall  v.  Darling,  401. 

Where  oneCloseis  in  question,  mid 
several  put  in  issue.  Plea  had.l 
Wherein  trespass  for  breaking  and  en- 
tering a close  of  the  plaintiff,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  that  the  said  closes  in 
which,  &c.,  were  not,  nor  was  either 
of  them,  the  close  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
plea  was  held  bad  on  special  demurrer. 
— Woodruff  et  al.  v.  Davis,  404. 

Amendment  a Second  Time  after 
Judgment  pronounced.^  Where 
upon  the  argumentofageneraldemur- 
rer  to  a declaration,  several  objections 
were  raised,  which  the  court  inti- 
mated were  not  bad  in  substance, 
but  might  have  been  sustained  if 
specially  assigned;  and  judgment 
having, however,  been  given  in  favour 
of  the  demurrer,  the  plaintiff  amend- 
ed and  filed  a new  declaration,  which 
was  open  to  several  of  the  same 
objections  as  had  been  urged  on 
general  demurrer,  but  which  the 
defendant  then  objected  io specially, 
and  on  the  argument  it  was  suggested 
to  the  plaintiff’s  counsel  to  amend, 
but  he  did  not  do  so,  and  the  court 
afterwards  gave  judgment  against 
him.  He  was  subsequently  refused 
leave  to  amend. — Metcalfe  v.  Me  - 
Fenzie  et  ah,  404. 

Variance.  Nul  tiel  Record.]  The 
defendant  pleaded  a set-off  of  a 
judgment  recovered  in  debt  on  bond 
for  £223  15s.  3d.,  being  for  £200 
debt.  Is.  damages,  and  £23  14s.  3d. 
costs.  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff 
replied  nul  tiel  record,  and  on  the 
production  of  the  judgment  it  ap- 
peared that  the  postea  was  for  the  j 
recovery  of  the  debt,  and  Is.  for  its  | 
detention, and  the  judgment  was  re- 
covered for  the  debt,  damages  and 
costs,  and  also  £55  15s.  fordamages 
assessed  on  account  of  breaches  of 
the  bond : Held  no  variance,  and 


thatthe plaintiff  was  entitled  tojudg- 
ment. — Bowerman  v.  Brown,  409. 

Promissory  Note.  Accommoda- 
tion. Replication. ]\xi.  assumpsit  by 
the  payee  against  the  maker  of  a 
promissory  note,  the  defendant  plead- 
ed thatthe  note  was  made  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  the  plaintiff,  and 
without  consideration;  the  plaintiff 
replied,  that  there  was  a good  con- 
sideration, to  wit,  the  amount  of  the 
note,  without  traversing  that  it  was 
made  for  the  plaintiff’s  accommoda- 
tion; and  the  replication  was  held 
bad  on  special  demurrer. — Gilmore 
V.  Edmonds,  419. 

Seduction.  Leave  and  License  of 
Daughter.]  The  plaintiff  declared 
in  trespass,  in  the  first  count  com- 
plaining of  breaking  and  entering  his 
close,  and  debauching  his  daughter, 
and  in  the  second  count,  for  the 
debauching  his  daughter  only,  and 
the  defendant  pleaded  to  each  count 
as  to  all  but  the  force  of  arms,  &c., 
and  leave  and  license  of  the  daughter, 
the  pleas  were  held  bad  on  demurrer. 
— Ross  V.  Merritt,  421. 

Promissory  Note.  Request.] 
Where  in  assumpsit  by  the  endorsee 
against  the  maker  of  a promissorynote, 
the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  note 
was  made  and  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff in  payment  of  200  hats  and  caps 
to  be  deiiverelby  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant,  and  averred  that  the  hats 
and  caps  remained  undelivered  ; but 
did  not  aver  that  any  request  had 
been  made  for  their  delivery.  The 
plea  was  held  bad  on  demurrer. — 
Anderson  v.  Jennings,  422. 

Promissory  Note.  Averment  of 
time.  Form  of  Declaration  accord- 
ing to  Statute.]Wheve  in  assumpsit 
against  the  maker  and  endorsers  of 
a promissory  note,  under  the  pro- 
vincial statute  3 Vic.  ch.  8,  the 
plaintiff  averred  that  the  payee  duly 
endorsed  the  note  to  the  plaintiff; 
but  there  was  no  allegation 
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to  the  endoTsement,  nor  was  the 
word  “afterwards”  used  as  given  in 
the  form  in  the  statute  : The  declar- 
ation was  held  insufficient. — Grant 
V.  Eyre  et  ah,  426. 

Set-oJ^.  Replication,  Payment 
into  court.']  Where  in  assumpsit, -the 
defendant  pleaded  payment  of  money 
into  court,  as  to  part,  and  a set-ofi 
as  to  the  residue  in  the  usual  form, 
and  the  plaintiff  replied  to  the  first 
plea,  that  the  defendants  were  in- 
debted in  a greater  amount  than  the 
money  paid,  and  to  the  other  plea, 
that  the  plaintiff  Te^asnotindebted 
in  manner  and  form,  omitting  the 
words  “and  is,”  both  replications 
were  held  bad  on  general  demurrer. 
— Small  V.  Strachan  et  ah,  434. 

Ne  U nquesExecutrtx 
sit  against  an  executrix,  she  pleaded 
that  the  testator  duly  made  his  will 
in  writing,  and  appointed  the  plain- 
tiff, and  one  G.  S.  B.  his  executors, 
and  afterwards  died  without  altering 
his  will.  The  plea  was  held  bad 
on  special  demurrer. — Graham  v. 
Elliott,  Executrix  of  Elliott,  436  . 

Covenant.  Breach  not  sufficient- 
tly  assigned.]  Where  in  covenant  on  a 
deed  in  fee,  for  quiet  enjoyment 
against  all  claims,the  breach  assigned 
was,  that  the  land  sold  was  not  at 
the  time  of  the  bargain  and  sale, 
free  from  incumbrances,  but  on  the 
contrary,  XI 5 were  then  due  upon  it 
for  arrears  of  rates : The  declaration 
was  held  bad  on  special  demurrer. 
— Wilson  V.  Eorke,  437 

Indemnity  Bond.  Evidence.^ 
Where  in  debt  on  bond  conditioned 
to  save  the  plaintiff  harmless  from  all 
damages  or  suits  either  at  law  or  in 
equity  regarding  a certain  sum  of 
money,  stated  to  have  been  advanced 
by  one  A.  B.  to  the  plaintiff  through 
the  agency  of  C.  D.,  and  which  said 
sum  of  money  is  also  claimed  to  have 
been  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by  one  E. 
F. , and  be  now  due  and  owing  to  him . 
the  defendant  pleaded,  thattheplain- 


tiff,  if  damnified  was  damnified  of 
his  own  wrong,  and  the  plaintiff 
replied  setting  out  a breach  by  the 
recovery  of  judgment  and  execution 
against  him  by  E.  F.  for  the  said  sum 
of  money,  and  the  defendant  rejoined 
that  the  judgment  was  recovered  by 
the  fraud  and  covin  of  the  plaintiff, 
upon  which  issue  was  joined  ; and 
on  the  trial,  it  was  shewn  that  the 
recovery  at  the  suit  of  E.  F.  had 
been  on  admissions  made  by  the 
plaintiff  after  the  execution  of  the 
indemnity  bond.  Held  that  such 
evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  sup- 
port the  defendant’s  plea,  and  the 
plaintiff  having  recovered  a verdict, 
the  court  refused  a new  trial  or  to 
arrest  the  judgment. — Powell  v. 
Boulton,  487. 

Trespass.  Right  of  Way.  New 
Assignment.^  Where  in  trespass 
quare  clausum  fregit  the  plaintiff  set 
out  the  close  by  different  abuttals  in 
two  counts  of  his  declaration,  and  the 
defendant  justified  under  a right  of 
way,  setting  out  the  abuttals  of  the 
way  in  the  plea,  and  the  plaintiff 
new  assigned  the  trespass  in  other 
and  different  parts  of  the  closes,  and 
out  of  the  right  of  way,  and  the 
defendant  pleaded  a right  of  way  to 
the  new  assignment,  setting  it  out  as 
running  between  the  closes  mentioned 
in  the  declaration,  but  did  not  state 
that  it  was  ap  other  and  a different 
highway  from  that  mentioned  in  the 
plea  to  the  declaration,  the  plea  to 
the  new  assignment  was  held  bad  on 
special  demurrer. — Hodgkinson  v. 
Donaldson,  539. 

PEACTICE. 

Additional  Costs.^  Where  after 
issue  joined,  the  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant settled  the  action  upon  condition 
of  the  defendant  paying  the  costs 
incurred,  and  they  were  stated  at  a 
certain  sum  by  the  plaintiff’s  attorney 
for  which  the  defendant  gave  his  note 
payable  before  the  assizes;  and  on 
thefirst“*day  of  the  assizes  ; the  defen- 
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dant’s  agent  tendered  the  amount, 
reserving  to  himself  the  right  of  tax- 
ation afterwards ; and  the  plaintiff’s 
attorney  refused  to  receive  the  money, 
except  unconditionally;  an<^the  agent 
afterwards  tendered  it  uncondition- 
ally ; hut  it  was  then  refused,  because 
additional  expense  had  been  incurr- 
ed; and  the  plaintiff’s  attorney  took  a 
verdict  for  nominal  damages — the 
court  set  the  verdict  aside  on  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  originally  agreed 
upon,  and  made  the  plaintifiTs  attor- 
ney pay  the  costs  of  the  application. 
Euttan  V.  Robinson,  37. 

Irregular  Notice  of  Trials  Where 
there  were  several  plaintiffs  and  de- 
fendants in  a cause,  and  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  one  of  the  defendants 
died,  and  their  deaths  were  suggested 
on  the  record,  but  notice  ot  trial  was 
given  in  the  names  of  all  the  parties 
as  if  they  had  been  living,  but  the 
defendant’s  attorney  did  not  return 
the  notice,  nor  express  any  intention 
of  moving  to  set  aside  the  proceed- 
ings for  the  irregularity,  the  court 
refused  to  interfere  to  set  aside  the 
verdict. — Bell  v.  Graham  etal.,  37. 

Irregularity, grounds  of , incorrect- 
ly stated.^  Where  a defend  ant  moved 
to  set  aside  the  service  of  a writ  of 
capias  ad  respondendum  for  irregu- 
larity, and  it  appeared  that  the  process 
served  was  a testatum,  and  not  an 
original  writ,  the  rule  was  discharged 
with  costs. — Tool  v.  Low,  95. 

Usual  Terms-  Short  Notice  of 
Trial.  Town  Agent.}  Where  a de- 
fendant obtains  time  to  plead  on 
“the  usual  terms,”  he  is  bound  to 
take  short  notice  of  trial.  A notice 
of  trial  not  addressed  to  the  defen- 
dant’s attorney,  but  served  upon  his 
town  agent,  with  information  for 
whom  it  was  intended,  held  a suffi- 
cient notice. — Senior  v.  McEwen  et 
al.,95 

Ground  of  irregularity.  Variance 
between  process  and  copy.}  Any 


omission  in  the  copy  of  process  served 
which  shews  that  it  isnota  true  copy 
of  the  original,  it  is  a good  ground  for 
setting  aside  the  service. 

If  on  a motion  to  set  aside  pro- 
ceedings for  irregularity,  the  irregu- 
larities complained  of,  are  neither 
specified  in  the  rule  nisi,  nor  referred 
to  in  it,  as  being  disclosed  in  the 
affidavits,  the  rule  will  be  discharged. 
— Henderson  v.  Harper  et  al.,  97. 

Setting  aside  service  of  process. 
Affidavit  verifying  copy.}  An  affida- 
vit to  set  aside  the  service  of  process 
made  by  a stranger,  and  verifying 
the  copy  of  process  objected  to  by 
the  information  and  belief  of  depo- 
nent, that  the  defendant  was  served 
with  “the  annexed  copy  of  process 
in  the  cause,  and  no  other,”  is  insuf- 
ficient.— Baley  v.  Brown  et  al.,  99. 

Service  of  notice  on  Good  Friday, 
is  good  service. — Clarke  v.  F uller,  9 9 , 

Amendment  af  ter  argument  on  De- 
murrer. Payment  of  Costs.  Stay  of 
Proceedings.}  After  argument  on 
demurrer  to  the  plaintiff’s  declaration, 
the  plaintiff  had  leave  to  amend  on 
payment  of  co  sts ; but  afterwards, 
and  before  any  amendment  was  made, 
the  defend  ant  obtained  a rule  staying 
all  further  proceedings  in  the  cause, 
on  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  cause. 
The  defendant  afterwards,  and  with- 
out paying  or  taxing  those  costs, 
moved  to  discharge  the  plaintiff’s 
rule  to  amend,  because  the  amend- 
ment had  not  been  made,  nor  costs 
of  demurrer  paid;  and  the  court  dis- 
charged his  rule  with  costs. — Hutt 
V.  Keith,  100. 

Irregularity.  Informality  in  Affi- 
davit.} Where  a defendant  moved 
to  set  aside  an  alias  writ  for  want  of 
an  original  to  warrant  it,  and  his  affi- 
davit did  not  shew  that  no  original 
writ  had  issued ; his  rule  was  dis- 
charged with  costs — Hughes  v. 
Hamilton  et  al.,  172. 
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Preliminary  Objection.  Sub- 
stantial Objection. 
is  discharged  on  a preliminary  objec- 
tion, such  as  an  error  in  the  entitling 
of  an  affidavit,  &c.,  costs  will  not  be 
allowed;  butif  the  objection  is  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  materials  on  which 
the  rule  has  been  moved,  the  rule 
will  be  discharged  with  costs. — .Tb, 

Rule  to  enter  Issue.  Demand  of 
Similiter. 1 Since  the  new  rules, 
it  is  irregular  to  rule  a plaintiff  to 
enter  the  issue;  the  proper  course 
is  to  demand  a similiter,  and  if  it 
be  not  given,  to  sign  judgment  of 
non  pros. — Leahy  v,  Loucks,  178, 

Irregularity,  Grounds  of  Objec- 
tion not  disclosed  in  Affidavit  nor 
Rule.]  Where  a rule  nisi  is  moved 
to  set  aside  the  service  of  process, 
on  grounds  disclosed  in  affidavits 
filed,  and  the  irregularity  complained 
of  is  in  the  copy  of  process  annexed 
to  the  affidavits  filed,  and  does  not 
appear  in  the  affidavits  alone,  the 
rule  will  be  discharged. — Bates  v. 
McMahon,  178. 

Testatum  Writ.  'Writ  to  the 
Home  District.]  Under  the  Testa- 
tum Writ  Act,  aplaintiff  cannot  issue 
a testatum  writ  in  an  outer  district  to 
the  Home  District,  and  issue  an  alias 
from  the  Home  District,  onfilingthe 
original  there,  as  all  the  proceedings 
must  be  carried  on  inthesameoffice. 
— Colquhounet  al.  v.  Connell,  178, 

Ejectment.  Change  of  Rule  from 
I^onsuit  to  New  Trial ,]  Where  a 
defendant  obtains  a rule  nisi  for  a 
nonsuit  as  on  leave  reserved,  and 
it  afterwards  appears  that  no  such 
leave  was  reserved,  the  court  will 
not  allow  him  to  change  his  rule 
into  a rule  for  a new  trial. — Doe 
dem.  Gilkison  v.  Shorey  et  al.,  183. 

Irregulai  ity.  No  service  of  Pro- 
cess.] Where  a sheriff’s  officer  served 
a writ  upon  the  defendant,  who  in- 
formed him  that  the  writ  was  intend- 
ed for  another  person  of  the  same 
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name,  and  the  officer  took  back  the 
writ  to  serve  upon  the  other  person, 
the  defendant  agreeing  that  if  he  was 
wrong  in  his  supposition  that  he 
would  consider  the  service  as  good, 
if  the  writ  were  left  at  the  house  of 
a third  person  named,  and  the  offi- 
cer did  not  serve  the  other  party, 
nor  leave  the  writ  as  directed,  but 
having  made  affidavit  of  the  service, 
the  plaintiff  proceeded  with  the 
cause ; the  service  and  all  subse- 
quent proceedings  were  set  aside  for 
irregularity, — Erwin,  Assignee  of 
McDonell,  Sheriff,  v.  Powley,  270. 

Irregularity.  Amendment  of  Nisi 
Prius  Record.]  Where  a rule  nisi 
was  obtained  to  set  aside  a verdict, 
on  the  ground  that  the  judge  at  nisi 
prius  had  improperly  allowed  the 
amendment  of  the  venire  on  the 
nisi  prius  record,  after  the  jury  were 
sworn,  and  that  the  cause  was  tried 
without  the  jury  being  re-sworn  after 
the  amendment,  and  it  appeared  that 
it  was  ihejurata  and  not  the  venire 
that  was  amended,  the  rule  was  dis- 
charged.— Jarvis  v.  Thompson  et  al. 
271. 

Irregularity.  Trial  and  A ssess- 
tnent.]  In  an  action  of  trespass 
quare  clausum  fregit,  the  defendant’s 
attorney,  seeking  the  advice  of  coun- 
sel upon  some  difficult  points  of 
pleading  that  were  likely  to  arise  in 
1 the  defence,  undertook  to  allow  the 
plaintiffs’  attorney  to  enter  his  record 
at  any  time  during  the  assizes,  and  to 
go  to  trial ; after  the  commencement 
of  the  assizes,  the  defendants’  attor- 
ney pleaded  a special  plea,  to  which 
the  plaintiff  new  assigned,  and  the 
defendant  again  pleaded  specially  to 
the  new  assignment,  and  the  plain- 
tiff demurred  specially ; the  defend- 
ant thereupon  gave  the  plaintiff 
notice  that  if  he  proceeded  to  assess 
contingent  damages,  he  should  move 
to  set  aside  the  proceedings  for  irre- 
gularity ; the  plaintiff  proceeded  to 
assess  his  damages,  and  the  court 
U.  c.  Q.  3,  2 
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made  a rule  absolute  to  set  the 
verdict  aside,  without  costs. — Hodg- 
kin son  V,  Donaldson,  274. 

Entering  Verdict  on  One  Count. 1 
Where  in  anactionon  32Hen.  VIII., 
ch.  9,  a verdict  was  taken  upon  four 
counts  of  the  declaration  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  moved 
to  arrest  the  judgment,  on  the  ground 
that  some  of  the  counts  were  bad, 
the  court  allowed  the  plaintiff  to 
enter  the  verdict  upon  one  count  of 
the  declaration,  abandoning  the  rest. 
— Beasley,  q.  t.  v.  Cahill,  320. 

Irregularity^  Waiver.  Costs.'] 
When  a party  in  a cause  takes  an 
irregular  proceeding,  which  the  op- 
posite party  moves  to  set  aside,  and 
the  irregular  party  then  gives  notice 
of  the  waiver  of  such  proceeding,  the 
party  movingwillbe  entitled  to  have 
his  rule  made  absolute,  unless  the 
costs  which  he  was  put  to  were  paid 
or  tendered  to  him  at  the  time  that 
the  notice  of  the  waiver  was  given. 
— Kelly  V,  Bleeker,  377. 

Irregularity.  Interlocutory 
Judgment.  Delay.]  If  an  inter- 
locutory judgment  is  irregularly 
signed,  and  the  defendant  has  time 
to  move  against  it  in  vacation,  be- 
fore damages  are  assessed,  he  must 
move,  and  if  he  only  gives  notice  of 
his  intention  to  move  against  it,  in 
the  event  of  further  proceedings  be- 
ing taken  upon  it,  his  motion  will 
not  be  allowed  to  prevail,  after  dam- 
ages have  been  assessed. — Ketchum 
V.  McDonell  etal.,  378. 

Pointing  out  irregularity  in  Rule. ' 
If  on  a motion  bo  set  aside  proceed- 
ings for  irregularity,  the  irregularity 
complained  of  is  neither  pointed  out 
in  the  rule  nor  referred  to  distinctly 
in  the  affidavits  the  rule  will  be  dis- 
charged.— Gordon  v.  Garrick,  379. 

Amendment  of  Verdict. \ Where 
a verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff 
at  nisi  prius  on  all  the  counts  of  the 
declaration,  when  he  gate  evidence 


and  was  entitled  to  recover  only 
upon  one,  the  verdict  was  ordered 
to  be  amended  by  the  judge's  notes, 
and  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant 
on  the  other  counts. — Chadwick  v. 
McPherson,  379. 

Security  for  costs.  Waiver  of  Ir- 
regularity in  Bond.]  Where  a 
defendant,  after  plea  pleaded,  ob- 
tained an  order  to  stay  the  plaintiff’s 
proceedings  until  security  was  given 
by  him  for  costs,  and  the  plaintiff 
delivered  him  a bond  for  such  secu- 
rity, and  at  the  same  time  gave  no- 
tice of  trial;  and  the  defendant 
signed  an  agreement  to  admit  docu- 
ments for  the  plaintiff  at  the  trial, 
but  afterwards  returned  the  bond  to 
the  plaintiff,  andgavehim  notice  that 
he  would  move  to  set  aside  his  pro- 
ceedings if  he  went  to  trial ; the 
plaintiff,  however,  tried  his  cause  ; 
and  on  the  motion  of  the  defendant 
to  set  the  proceedings  aside,  his  rule 
was  discharged,  as  he  had  waived 
any  irregularity  or  insufficiency  in 
the  bond. — Doe  dem.  Leonard  v. 
Myers,  382. 

Style  of  Cause.  Entitling  Affidavit.'] 
Where  the  defendant  moved  to  set 
aside  the  plaintiff's  proceedings  in  a 
cause,  in  which  the  parties’  names 
had  been  stated  in  different  ways  by 
the  attornies  on  both  sides  in  the 
affidavits  and  proceedings,  and  the 
rule  for  setting  aside  the  proceedings 
was  not  intituled  in  the  true  style  of 
the  cause,  the  court  allowed  a pre- 
liminary objection  on  that  ground  to 
prevail,  and  discharged  the  rule. — 
Grant  v.  Taylor  et  al.,  407, 
PEOHIBITIOK. 

Vice-  Chancellor.  Court  of R evi  ew.] 
Where  on  an  application  for  a pro- 
hibition to  the  Vice-Chancellor  sit- 
ting in  Bankruptcy  as  the  Court  of 
Peview,  the  court  were  about  to 
order  the  writ  to  issue,  when  the 
party,  whose  proceedings  were  about 
to  be  restrained,  applied  for  direc^ 
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tions  that  the  party  moving  should 
declare  in  prohibition,  which  was 
accordingly  ordered  by  the  court, and 
afterwards  the  same  party  applied  to 
stay  furtherjproceedings  withoutcosts 
which  was  opposed  by  the  plaintiff 
in  prohibition,  on  the  ground  that  he 
was  proceeding  to  recover  substantial 
damages,  the  court  refused  to  direct 
the  proceedings  to  be  stayed. — The 
Queen  v.  the  Vice-Chancellor  of 
Upper  Canada,  92. 

Damages.']  In  a proceeding  in 
prohibition,  the  plaintiff  can  only 
recover  nominal  damages.  If  he 
wishes  to  recover  substantial  dam- 
ages he  must  proceed  by  action  on 
the  case,  after  the  entry  of  judgment 
quod  stet  prohibitio. — Mittleberger 
V.  Merritt  et  al.,  413. 

PEOMISSORY  NOTE. 

Su-ffLcient  Presentment.  Giving 
Time  to  Malcer.]  On  a note  payable 
at  a particular  place,  without  the 
words  “and  not  elsewhere,”  it  is  suf- 
ficient to  charge  the  indorser  to  pre- 
sent it  either  at  the  place  named,  or 
to  the  maker  himself,  and  a plea  of 
time  given  to  the  maker  of  a note  in 
an  action  against  the  indorser,  is 
bad,  unless  it  expressly  shews,  that 
when  the  time  was  given  the  plaintiff 
was  the  holder  of  the  note. — Com- 
mercial Bank  v.  Johnston,  126. 

Set-oj^  in  joint  Action  under  5 
Wm.  IV.  cli.  1.]  Where  the  holder 
of  a promissory  note  sues  the  maker 
and  indorser  in  a joint  action,  under 
5 Will.  IV.  ch.  1,  the  separate  debt 
of  the  plaintiff  to  the  maker  or  in- 
dorser, cannot  be  set-off  under  a joint 
plea  of  set  off. — Patterson  v.  Howi- 
son  and  McGan,  139 

Evidence.  Admissions^  The  ad- 
missions of  the  holder  of  an  over-due 
note  are  admissible  in  evidence,  with- 
out calling  him,  against  a person  to 
whom  he  has  subsequently  transfer- 
red the  note,  in  an  action  brought 
upon  the  note  by  such  subsequent 
assignee. — Myers  v.  Cornell,  279. 


Pleading.  AecommodaUon.]\nh^- 
sumpsit  by  the  payee  against  the 
maker  of  a promissory  note,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  that  the  note  was 
made  for  the  accommodation  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  without  consideration ; 
the  plaintiff  replied,  that  there  was  a 
good  consideration, to  wit, the  amount 
of  the  note,Hvithout  traversing  that  it 
was  made  for  the  plaintiff’s  accom- 
modation ; and  the  replication  was 
held  bad  on  special  demurrer. --Gil- 
more v.  Edmunds,  419. 

Pleading.  Allegation  of  Time 
under ^ Vic.ch.'^.]  Wherein  assump- 
sit against  the  maker  and  indorsers 
of  a promissory  note,  under  the  pro- 
vincial statute  3 Vic.  ch.  8,  the  plain- 
tiff averred  that  the  payee  duly  en- 
dorsed the  note  to  the  plaintiff ; but 
there  was  no  allegation  of  time  to  the 
endorsement,  nor  was  the  words  “af- 
terwards” used,  as  given  in  the  form 
in  the  statute  : the  declaration  was 
held  insufficient. — Grant  v.  Eyre  et 
al.,  426. 

RENT. 

Eviction,  plea  of.]  Where  in  as- 
sumpsit for  the  non-payment  of  rent 
according  to  agreement,  the  defend- 
ant pleaded  an  eviction  by  a stranger, 
who, he  averred,  entered  under  a law- 
ful claim,  derived  through  and  under 
the  plaintiff,  the  plea  was  held  bad 
on  general  demurrer,  because  it  did 
not  shew  that  the  claim  might  not 
have  been  under  a title  derived  from 
the  tenant  himself. — McNab  v.  Mc- 
Donnell, 169. 

REQUESTS,  COURT  OF. 

Liability  of  Commissioners  of,  for 
execution  under  Division  Court  Act, 
on  Illegal  Judgment  under  old  Court 
of  Requests  Act.]  Commissioners  of 
the  Court  of  Requests  under  the  old 
Court  of  Requests  Act,  who  had 
given  judgment  in  a matter  beyond 
theifjurisdiction,heldnotto  be  liable 
for  a seizure  committed  under  an 
execution  issued  on  the  judgment  by 
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the  judge  of  the  District  Court,  under 
the  Division  Court  Act ; Held,  also, 
thatthe  bailiff  who  made  the  seizure 
was  not  liable,  though  it  was  neces- 
sary that  his  defence  should  be 
pleaded  specially,  as  there  was  no 
privilege  of  giving  the  special  matter 
in  evidence  under  the  general  issue, 
under  the  Division  Court  Act,  or  the 
1 Yic.  ch.  16;  but  qucere,  whether 
he  does  not  come  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  English  statute  21 
Jac.  I ch.  12, — Davis  v.  Moore  et 
al.  180. 

EEVENUE  LAWS. 

Notice  of  Action  for  seizure  of 
goodshyanunauthorizedperson.  For- 
feited Goods  when  condemned.  Tres- 
pass.1 A seizure  of  goods  for  a breach 
of  the  revenue  laws,  by  a person  who 
is  not  an  authorised  officer  of  the 
customs  at  the  time,  but  whose  act 
is  subsequently  adopted  and  sanc- 
tioned by  the  collector  of  customs  for 
the  part  of  the  country  where  the 
seizure  is  made,  is  so  far  protected 
by  the  statutes  relating  to  the  cus- 
toms, as  to  entitle  the  person  seizing 
to  the  notice  of  action,  &c.,  required 
by  those  statutes.  Where  goods  are 
seized  for  what  appears  to  be  a 
direct  violation  of  the  revenue  laws 
relating  to  the  cust(-ms,  by  which 
they  become  forfeited,  they  are  abso- 
lutely condemned  afcthe  end  of  thirty 
days,  if  no  claim  is  properly  made  for 
them  according  to  4 & 5 Will,  lY. 
ch.  89,  sec.  25 ; and  after  such  con- 
demnation for  default  of  claim,  tbe 
owner  cannot  bring  trespass  for  any 
alleged  illegality  in  the  seizure. — 
Wadsworth  v.  Murphy,  120. 

Information  for  a Penalty.  Scien- 
ter a proper  question  for  a Jury.  Of- 
fence charged  should  he  shewn  to  he 
contrary  to  Statute.  ] In  an  information 
for  penalty  under  the  Customs  Acts 
for  knowingly  harbouring  smuggled 
goods, the  scienter  isa proper  question 
for  the  jury  ; and,  in  such  an  infor- 


mation, the  particular  illegal  act,  a« 
that  the  goods  were  imported  without 
payment  of  duties,  &c.,  should  b« 
specified ; and  the  information  should 
expressly  shew  that  the  offence 
charged  to  have  been  committed  was 
contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute. — 
The  Queen  v.  Aumond;  The  Queen 
V.  Easton,  166. 

When  a second  Penalty  cannot  he 
recovered.']  If  a quantity  of  smuggled 
goods  is  purchased  at  one  time,  but 
seizures  of  them  are  made  at  different 
times,  only  one  penalty  for  harbour- 
ing them  can  be  recovered,  Ihid. 
EEYIEW,  COUET  OE. 

Bankruptcy.  Prohibition.  Stay  of 
Proceedings.  Substantial  Damage.] 
Where  on  an  application  for  a pro- 
hibition to  the  Yice-Chancellor  sit- 
ting in  bankruptcy  as  the  Court  of 
Eeview,  the  court  were  about  to 
order  the  writ  to  issue,  when  the 
party  whose  proceedings  were  about 
to  be  restrained  applied  for  directions 
that  the  party  moving  should  declare 
in  prohibition , which  was  accordingly 
ordered  by  the  court,  and  afterwards 
the  same  party  applied  tostay  further 
proceedings  without  costs, which  was 
opposed  by  the  plaintiff  in  prohibi- 
tion, on  the  ground  that  he  was 
proceeding  to  recover  substantial 
damages,  the  court  refused  to  direct 
proceedings  to  be  stayed.  — The 
Queen  v.  the  Yice-Chancellor  of 
Upper  Canada,  92. 

SET-OFF. 

Inadmissible  Evidence.]  In  an  ac- 
tion of  assumpsit  for  work  and 
labour,  &c.,  the  defendant  pleaded  a 
set-off  for  money  had  and  received, 
&c.,  and  at  the  trial  attempted  to 
give  in  evidence  the  receipt  of  money 
by  the  plaintiff  for  him,  which  it  was 
shewn  was  received  according  to  the 
condition  of  a bond,  upon  which  the 
defendant  had  commenced  an  action 
against  the  plaintiff:  Held, that  such 
evidence  was  not  admissible  to  esta- 
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blish  the  plea. — Benison  r.  Don- 
ellj,  391. 

Form  of  Replication.^  Where  in 
assumpsit,  the  defendant  pleaded 
payment  of  money  into  court,  as  to 
part,  and  a set-off  as  to  the  residue 
in  the  usual  form ; and  the  plaintiff 
replied  to  the  first  plea,  that  the 
defendants  were  indebted  in  a greater 
amount  than  the  money  paid,  and  to 
the  other  plea,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  indebted  in  manner  and  form, 
omitting  the  words  and  is,”  both 
replications  were  held  bad  on  general 
demurrer. — Small  v.  Strachan  et 
al.,  434. 

SHERIFF. 

False  Return.  Sureties  of  Deputy 
Sherijf.^  Semhle:  Where  a sheriff 
dies,  and  after  his  death  his  deputy 
returns  a writ,  with  a return  which  is 
false  the  remedy  for  the  party  injured 
by  the  return  is  against  the  sureties 
given  by  the  deputy  to  the  sheriff, 
and  not  against  the  sureties  given  by 
the  sheriff  himself,  under  3 Will 
IV.  ch.  8. — McLeod  v.  Boulton, 44. 

Execution,  refusal  to  pay  over 
Money  made  on.]  A sheriff  will  not 
be  allowed  to  retain  money  which  he 
has  made  on  an  execution,  on  the 
ground  that  he  has  himself  a claim 
for  the  amount  retained  against  the 
plaintiff,  who  has  absconded,  when 
the  plaintiff’s  attorney  is  the  person 
entitled  to  receive  it,  in  consequence 
of  advances  made  to  the  plaintiff. — 
Burnham  v.  Manners,  94. 

False  Return.  Compromise  loitJi 
Debtor.^  Where  in  case  against  the 
sheriff  for  a false  return  to  a writ 
against  goods,  a letter  was  put  in 
from  the  sheriff  to  the  plaintiff’s 
attorney,  saying  that  he  levied  under 
the  execution  on  goods  claimed  by 
others,  and  that  he  had  in  conse- 
quence compromised  and  agreed  to 
secure  the  amount  of  the  execution 
in  two  instalments  at  early  dates,  but 
the  sheriff  afterwards  returned  no 


goods;  and  on  the  trial  the  execution 
debtor  and  her  son-in-law  proved 
that  the  property  had  been  transferred 
to  the  son-in-law,  but  remained  in 
the  possession  of  the  debtor,  and  the 
jury  found  a verdict  for  the  plaintifi!s, 
the  court  refused  a new  trial. — 
Mead  & Mead  v.  Hamilton,  sheriff 
of  London,  135. 

Liability  of  Sureties  on  aretum  to 
a writ  of  ft.  fa.  of  money  marie.]  The 
sureties  of  a sheriff  are  concluded  by 
the  sheriff’s  return  to  a writ  of  fi.  fa. 
of  money  made,  and  cannot  be  al- 
lowed to  get  rid  of  their  liability  by 
shewing  that  there  was  a prior  exe- 
cution in  the  sheriff’s  hands  which 
ought  to  have  been  first  satisfied, 
and  was  not. — Shuter  et  al.,  v. 
Graham  et.  al.,  164. 

Breach  of  Govenant.'\  It  is  a suf- 
ficient breach  of  the  covenant  that 
the  sheriff  would  pay  over  the  money 
received  by  him  “ that  he  had  by 
virtue  of  his  office  received  certain 
monies  which  the  plaintiffs  are  en- 
titled to,  according  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  covenant,  to  wit, 
£50,  within  theffoui  years  mentioned 
by  the  covenant,  but  that  he  neg- 
lected and  refused  to  pay  them  to 
the  plaintiffs,  although  often  re- 
quested so  to  do.” — Ib. 

Liability  of  Sureties.']  In  an  action 
against  a sheriff’s  sureties,  under  3 
Will  4,  ch.  8,  it  must  be  shewn  that 
the  default  or  negligence  for  which 
the  action  is  brought,  took  place 
during  the  term  for  which  they  were 
liable  under  their  covenant. 

Semble:  that  if  a sheriff,  having 
an  execution  against  a person  to 
whom  he  is  indebted,  agrees  with 
that  person  to  assume  the  amount  to 
the  execution,  and  pay  it  to  the 
plaintiff  and  receive  from  the  debtor 
a credit  for  so  much  on  the  debt  due 
from  himself,  but  does  not  pay  over 
the  money  to  the  plaintiffiin'the  writ, 
that  is  such  conduct  as  the  sureties 
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will  be  answerable  for  under  the  co- 
venant.— McMartin  t.  Graham  et 
al.,  365. 

Joint  Tenant.  Trespass.  Special 
Plea.^  A sheriff  cannot  defend  him- 
self in  an  action  of  trespass  brought 
against  him  by  one  of  two  joint  te- 
nants, by  shewing  a writ  of  fieri  facias 
againstthe  otherof  the  joint  tenants, 
under  which  the  alleged  trespass  was 
committed,  unless  he  has  justified 
specially  under  the  writ  as  a defence; 
but  where  he  had  omitted  to  do  so, 
and  a verdict  was  found  against  him, 
the  court  granted  a new  trial  on  pay- 
ment of  costs,  with  leave  to  him  to 
amend  his  pleadings. — Lee  v.  Ea- 
pelje.  Sheriff,  368. 

False  Return.  Costs. Where  a 
sheriff  returned  ‘^goods  on  hand,”  to 
a writ  of  fi.  fa.,  when  he  had  in  fact 
made  no  seizure,  and  the  plaintiff 
issued  a ven.  ex. ; but  discovering 
that  no  seizure  had  been  made,  sub- 
sequently issued  another  writ  of  fi.fa., 
under  which  the  defendant's  goods 
were  seized,  the  second  writ  was  set 
aside  with  costs,  which  the  sheriff 
was  ordered  to  pay,  and  to  amend  his 
return  to  the  first  writ,  in  accordance 
with  the  facts,  so  that  the  plaintiff 
might  issue  another  writ  against  the 
defendant’s  goods. — Lemoine  v.  Eay- 
mond,  379. 

Bond  of  Deputy.  Pleadings.  Order 
for  committal  of  Insolvent  Debtor. 
In  debt  on  bond,  the  condition  set 
out  was  for  the  performance  of  the 
office  and  duty  of  deputy  sheriff  for 
six  months,  and  for  such  other  period 
as  the  sheriff  and  deputy  should 
agree  upon  and  endorse  upon  the 
bond;  and,  in  answer  to  a plea  of 
performance,  the  plaintiffireplied  set- 
ting out  that  the  period  had  been 
extended,  but  did  not  aver  that  the 
extension  was  made  during  the  period 
of  six  months;  the  replication  was 
held  bad. 

An  order  for  the  committal  to 
close  custody  of  a debtor  upon  the 


limits  should  be  directed  to  the 
sheriff,  and  follow  the  form  pre- 
scribed in  the  statute. 

Where  in  an  action  on  a bond  by 
a sheriff  against  his  deputy,  the 
breach  assigned  within  the  terms  of 
the  condition  was  that  an  order  of 
a judge  was  delivered  to  the  deputy 
for  the  committal  to  close  custody 
of  a debtor  who  had  been  admitted 
to  the  limits,  and  that  the  deputy 
arrested  him  but  suffered  him  to  es- 
cape ; the  breach  was  held  bad,  be- 
cause it  was  not  alleged  either  that 
the  debtor  was  on  the  limits  at  the 
time  the  order  was  delivered  to  the 
deputy,  or  that  he  was  arrested  on 
the  limits,  by  the  deputy,  under  the 
order. — Hamilton  v.  Anderson, 452. 

SLANDEE. 

New  "Srial.  Proof  of  Inuendo. 
In  a declaration  in  case  for  defama- 
tion, the  plaintiff  set  out  as  in- 
ducement that  he  was  treasurer  of 
the  Ottawa  District,  and  stated  the 
words  spoken  to  be,  *‘that  he  was 
guilty  of  the  crime  of  perjury,  in  a 
certain  return  which  he  made  to- the 
Inspector  General, of  monies  collected 
in  1839,  1840,  and  1841,  for  the 
erection  of  a lunatic  asylum;”  and 
the  inuendo  was,  “that  the  plaintiff 
in  performing  the  duties  of  hie  office 
as  treasurer,  had  made  a false  return 
under  oath  to  government  of  the 
amount  of  the  assessments  received 
by  him.”  At  the  trial,  the  witnesses 
stated  that  they  understood  the 
words  to  mean  that  the  plaintiff  had 
sworn  that  he  hady>ai(i  over  monies 
that  he  had  not  paid  over;  and  after 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  a new  trial 
was  granted  without  costs,  as  the 
meaning  laid  in  the  declaration  was 
negatived  by  evidence. — Johnston 
V.  McDonald,  209. 

Declarationnot supported  by  Proof .] 
Where  in  case  for  slander,  the  words 
laid  in  the  declaration  were,  “ He 
(meaning  the  plaintiff)  burnt  my 
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barn  ‘‘  meaning  thereby  that  the 
plaintiff  had  feloniously  burnt  the 
barn  of  the  defendant  f and  the 
words  proved  were — “There  is  the 
man  that  burnt  my  barn,  if  he  was 
not  guilty  of  it,  he  would  not  carry 
pistols.”  It  was  held  that  the  words 
proved  did  not  support  the  declara- 
tion, and  the  court  directed  a non- 
suit to  be  entered. — Vankeuren  v. 
Griffis,  423. 

TAXES. 

Evidence  as  to  sufficient  Distress,'] 
In  ejectment  by  a sheriff’s  vendee, 
of  lands  sold  for  arrears  of  taxes,  it  is 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
recover,  if  it  appears  from  the  de- 
fendant’s evidence  that  there  was 
not  sufficient  distress  upon  the  land ; 
and  proving  that  there  were  some 
few  pieces  of  wood  and  timber  that 
had  been  cut  down  by  trespassers, 
and  left  by  them  to  be  prepared  for 
the  market  on  the  lot,is  not  sufficient 
evidence  of  distress  being  on  the  land 
to  prevent  the  necessity  for  the  sale. 
Doe  dem  Powell  v.  Eorison,  201. 

Evidence  of  Distress^  Where  in 
ejectment  by  a sheriff’s  vendee  of 
lands  sold  for  taxes,  the  jury  find  for 
the  defendant,  on  the  ground  tha^ 
there  was  sufficient  distress  on  the 
premises  to  satisfy  the  taxes,  the 
court  will  not  set  aside  the  verdict 
and  grant  a new  trial,  although  it 
may  be  doubtful  vffiether  much  too 
high  a value  has  not  been  put  upon 
the  distress.— -Doe  dem  Powell  v. 
Craig,  208. 

District  Treasurer.  Assumpsit  for 
Money  had  and  received^  Where 
taxes  were  paid  to  the  treasurer  of 
the  Home  District,  on  lands  situate 
in  the  Ottawa  District,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  their  being  transmitted  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  latter  district ; and 
the  treasurer  of  the  Home  District 
not  ha^dng  so  transmitted  the  amount 
the  lands  were  duly  advertised  for 
sale,  and  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to 


save  the  lands,  paid  the  taxes  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  Ottawa  District  un- 
der protest : Held,  that  he  could  not 
maintain  an  action  for  money  had 
and  received  against  him  to  recover 
them  back-Baldwin  v,  Johnson, 475. 

TEXAXTS  IX  COMMOX. 

Trespass  doe^  not  lie  to  recover 
possession  of  goods.]  The  executor 
of  a deceased  partner  in  trade,  is 
tenant  in  common  with  the  surviving 
partner  of  the  partnership  property, 
and  the  surviving  partners  cannot 
sue  him  in  trespass  for  a wrongful 
sale  and  conversion  against  their  will 
of  the  whole  of  the  partnership 
property,  Strathy  v.  Crooks,  51. 

Ejectment  Actual  Ouster.]  In 
ejectment  by  one  tenant  in  common 
against  another,  if  it  be  shewn 
that  the  common  consent  rule  has 
been  entered  into,  proof  of  an  actual 
ouster  is  dispensed  with. — Doe  dem 
Clarkson  v.  Haskins,  75. 

Cannot  maintain  Trespass  against 
each  other.]  W here  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant,  being  each  possessed 
of  a farm,  agreed  to  work  them  to- 
gether, and  divide  the  profits  arising 
from  them  at  the  end  of  the  season; 
and  before  harvest  the  defendant  was 
dispossessed  of  his  farm  by  ejectment, 
and  the  plain  tiff  thereupon  gavehim 
notice  that  he  would  not  divide  his 
crop  with  him ; notwithstanding 
which  the  defendant  entered  the 
plaintiff’s  farm,  and  took  away  his 
share  of  the  crop:  Held,  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  maintain  trespass 
against  him. — Wempv.  Mormon  et 
ai.,  146. 

TKESPASS. 

Tenant  in  Common.]  The  execu- 
tor of  a deceased  partner  in  trade,  is 
tenant  in  common  with  the  surviving 
partners  of  the  partnership  property, 
and  the  surviving  partners  cannot 
sue  him  in  trespass  for  a wrongful 
sale  and  conversion  against  their  will 
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of  the  whole  of  the  partnership  pro- 
perty.— Strathy  v.  Crooks,  51. 

Revenue  Laios.  Condemned  Goods.'] 
Where  goods  are  seized  for  what  ap- 
pears to  be  a direct  violation  of  the 
revenue  laws  relating  to  the  customs, 
by  which  they  become  forfeited,  they 
are  absolutely  condemned  at  the  end 
of  thirty  days,  if  no  claim  is  properly 
made  for  them  according  to  4 & 5 
Will.  IV.  ch.  89,  sec.  258;  and  after 
such  condemnation  for  default  of 
claim,  the  owner  cannot  bring  tres- 
pass for  any  alleged  illegality  in  the 
seizure.-Wadsworth  v.,Slurphy,120. 

Dwelling-house  and  Close  not 
synonymous.]  In  trespass  to  a dwel- 
ling-house^ it  is  a bad  plea  to  plead 
that  the  close  in  which,  &c.,isthe  dose 
&c.,of  the  defendant ; but  in  trespass 
quare  domum  fregit,and  taking  away 
the  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is  a good 
plea  to  the  taking  away  the  goods, 
that  they  are  not  the  goods  of  the 
plaintiff. — ^Vail  v.  ISToble  et  ah,  142^ 

Not  Possessed.  Fixtures.]  Where 
in  trespass  for  taking  away  mill  ma- 
chinery, mill  stones,  wheels,  &c.,the 
defendant  pleaded  that  the  injury 
was  done  by  severing  fixtures  in  the 
mill  and  taking  them  away  : Held 
that  the  action  was  well  brought,  as 
when  they  were  severed  they  be- 
came personal  property,  for  which 
the  owner  could  maintain  trespass. 
— Meyers  v.  Marsh,  148. 

Allowance  for  Road.  One  Road 
substituted  for  another.']  Wherein 
trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  land,  for  the  trespass 
to  which  the  action  was  brought,had 
been  used  for  some  years  as  a public 
road,  although  it  was  wholly  on  the 
plaintiff’s  land,  the  public  allowance 
for  road  not  having  been  found  suit- 
able, and  afterwards  by  an  order  of 
the  magistrates  in  sessions  a new 
road  was  laid  out,  also  on  the  plain- 
tiff’s land,  but  nearer  to  the  public 
allowance,  and  the  plaintiff  thee 


stopp-»d  up  the  first  road,  but  the 
defendants  cut  down  some  trees 
which  had  been  used  to  block  it  up, 
and  dug  up  the  soil:  Held,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  maintain 
trespass  against  them. — Borrowman 
v.  Mitchell  etal.,  155. 

Pleading.  License.  Admission.] 
Where  in  trespass  quare  clausum 
fregit,  the  defendant  pleaded  in  one 
plea,  title  in  a stranger,  and  license 
from  that  stranger  to  enter  the  close, 
and  in  the  other  pleas  pleaded  title 
specially  in  the  stranger,  giving  color 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff 
denied  the  liceiise,  and  took  issue  on 
the  other  pleas:  Held,  that  the  ad- 
mission by  the  plaintiff  of  the  title  of 
the  stranger,  by  the  replication  to 
the  plea  of  license,  did  not  extend 
beyond  that  line  of  pleading;  and 
that  that  admission  could  not  be 
made  use  of  by  the  defendant,  in 
support  of  his  other  pleas  of  title 
in  the  same  party. — Wilkinson  v. 
Walker,  162. 

Fixtures  not  necessarily  attached  to 
Freehold.]  Where  a declaration  in 
trespass  was  for  ^fixtures”  wheels, 
millstones  and  machinery,  general 
damages  having  been  assessed  on 
the  whole  declaration,  it  was  held, 
on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that 
the  word  “fixtures”  would  not  neces- 
sarily be  taken  to  mean  things  at- 
tached to  the  freehold. — Meyers  v. 
Marsh,  185. 

Right  of  Way.  Nm  Assignment* 
Pleading.]  Where  in  trespass  quare 
clausum  fregit,  the  plaintiff  set  out 
the  close  by  different  abuttals  in  two 
counts  of  his  declaration,  and  the 
defendant  justified  under  a right  of 
way,  setting  out  the  abuttals  of  the 
way  in  the  plea, and  the  plaintiff  new 
assigned  the  trespass  in  other  and 
different  parts  of  tbe  closes,  and  ou 
of  the  right  of  way,  and  the  defendant 
pleaded  a right  of  way  to  the  new 
assignment,  setting  it  out  as  running 
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between  the  closes  mentioned  in  the 
declaration,  hut  did  not  state  that  it 
was  another  and  a different  highway, 
from  that  mentioned  in  the  plea  to 
the  declaration,  the  plea  to  the  new 
assignment  was  held  had  on  special 
demurrer. — Hodgkinson  v.  Donald- 
son, 539. 

TEOVEK. 

When  Defence  should  he  specially 
pleaded.^  Where  in  trover  the  de- 
fence is  that  the  property  alleged  to 
have  been  converted  was  purchased 
from  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant, it 
should  be  specially  pleaded. — Gunn 
V.  Gillespie,  124. 

Use  and  Occupation.  Forfeiture- 
Eviction?^  It  is  no  defence  to  an 
action  for  use  and  occupation,  that 
the  plaintiff  is  himself  the  lessee  of 
the  premises,  under  a lease  in  which 
there  is  a covenant  that  the  lessor 
shall  be  allowed  to  re-enter,  if  the 
lease  is  assigned,  or  the  premises 
sublet,  without  the  lessor’s  license, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  demised  the 
premises  to  the  defendant,  without 
the  license  of  his  lessor,  there  being 


no  averment  that  the  plaintiff’s  lessor 
had  taken  any  advantage  ot  the  for- 
feiture. — Henderson  v.  Torrance, 
402. 

Evidence  of  Identity  of  Premises. \ 
Where  in  an  action  for  use  and  occu- 
pation, the  plaintiff  proved  his  case 
by  evidence  of  admissions  of  the 
defendant,  who,  on  his  defence,  put 
in  a lease  under  seal  from  the  plain- 
tiff which  he  contended  was  for  the 
same  premises ; but  there  was  no 
distinct  evidence  of  identity,  and  the 
jury  found  for  the  plaintiff : the  court 
afterwards,  on  affidavits  showing  that 
these  were  the  only  premises  demised 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant, 
made  a rule  absolute  for  a new  trial 
without  costs,  unless  the  plaintiff 
would  elect  to  enter  his  judgment  for 
the  amount  of  his  verdict  only. — 
Boulton,  One,  &c.  v.  Defries,  432. 

WAEEAHTY. 

Plea  of  Not  Guilty. In  an  action 
on  the  case  on  the  warranty  of  a 
horse,  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  the 
warranty  is  put  in  issue.— -Honey- 
well v.  Davis,  63. 
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